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The purpose of this study was to investigate the per¬ 
ceptions of administrators and teachers of specified vari¬ 
ables as they relate to implementing inclusion in selected 
public schools. The research instrument was developed by 
the researcher and validated by a panel of experts. The 
subject pool consisted of teachers and administrators who 
were randomly selected from 23 elementary schools in a large 
urban school system. 
Data collected presented a detailed analysis of the 
perceptions of factors that may affect implementing inclu¬ 
sion. Data from the survey questionnaire suggested that 
fundamental changes in school reform are necessary if inclu¬ 
sion of students with disabilities into full-time regular 
education classes is expected to occur. 
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The inclusion of special education students in 
regular classes is an important movement which has the 
potential to change the face of public education (Gerrard 
1993) . The practice of providing totally inclusive schools 
to meet the needs of all learners is one of the emerging 
service delivery options gaining widespread support in 
public education in Canada and the United States (Rude and 
Anderson 1992, Stainback and Stainback 1984, Will 1986). As 
with any form of significant change, however, substantial 
resistance has been present in this process (Fullan 1991, 
Giangreco et al. 1993, Giangreco and Meyer 1989). 
The term "inclusion" is not mentioned in the federal 
law; it is a state-of-the-art term that refers to placing 
children with disabilities in integrated sites (McCarthy 
1994) . McCarthy (1994) further stated that inclusion 
differs from mainstreaming in that the latter term usually 
refers to integrating children with disabilities and non¬ 
handicapped children for only a portion of the day, which 
may be during nonacademic times. In a fully inclusive 
model, students with disabilities, no matter how severe, are 
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taught in the regular education classroom of their home 
school with their age and grade peers for the full day with 
support services provided within that classroom. In short, 
according to Rogers (1993), inclusion means bringing support 
services to the child rather than moving the child to a 
segregated setting to receive special services. 
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 
1990 (IDEA), formerly the Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act of 1975, mandates that children with disabil¬ 
ities must be provided a free, appropriate public education 
in the least restrictive environment (LRE). This act 
further specified: 
I. That to the maximum extent appropriate, children 
with disabilities, including children in public 
or private institutions or other care facil¬ 
ities, are educated with children who are not 
disabled; and 
II. That special classes, schooling or other removal 
of children with disabilities from the regular 
education environment occurs only when the 
nature or the severity of the handicap is such 
that education in the regular class with the use 
of supplementary aids and services cannot be 
achieved satisfactorily (CFR Sec. 300.500). 
The LRE provision has been cited frequently by courts in 
decisions regarding the provision of a free, appropriate 
public education (FAPE) for students with disabilities 
(Dubow 1989) . 
Full integration of students with severe disabil¬ 
ities has not been realized in most school districts 
(Danielson and Bellamy 1989, York and Vandercook 1990) . One 
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reason for this may be that general education programs in 
many of our public schools are not set up so that students 
with severe disabilities can derive benefit from them. 
Classroom teachers in many school districts have not been 
properly trained to provide meaningful instruction to 
students with a variety of disabilities (Baker and Zigmond 
1990) . 
The terms "least restrictive environment" and "main- 
streaming" are frequently confused. The terms are distinct 
and should not be used interchangeably. Least restrictive 
environment (LRE) refers to the legal principle that stu¬ 
dents with disabilities are to be educated as close as 
possible to the general education environment. Mainstream¬ 
ing is an educational term that refers to the practice of 
placing students with disabilities in general education 
classes with appropriate instructional support (Meyer 1990) . 
Mainstreaming is one other means of meeting the LRE require¬ 
ment; but the IDEA does not require mainstreaming in all 
cases. The law requires that each student be educated in 
the least restrictive environment for that student and that 
removal from general education occurs only when absolutely 
necessary. 
In more recent years, a renewed effort to educate 
students with mild disabilities in general classroom set¬ 
tings has been launched under the title of the Regular 
Education Initiative (REI) . The REI is a growing movement 
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to merge general and special education into a unified system 
of instruction. The essence of the REI is the shared 
responsibility for students with disabilities by special 
education and general education personnel. 
Teaching teams of general educators and special 
educators have been suggested in the literature as a method 
of integrating students with mild handicaps into general 
education classrooms (Algozzine et al. 1990; Gersten and 
Woodward 1990; Gottlieb, Alter, and Gottlieb 1991; Jenkins, 
Pious, and Peterson 1988; Lilly 1987; Pugach and Lilly 1984; 
Reynolds 1988, 1989, 1991). 
Advocates of the REI argue that there is significant 
room for improvement in the provision of special education 
services and that a primary obstacle to higher quality 
programs is the restrictive setting in which services are 
provided (Garner and Lipsky 1989; Reynolds, Wang, and 
Wallberg 1987; Stainback and Stainback 1984; Will 1986) . 
Will (1986) cited four main problems with the 
current system of special education: 
1. Services for special and remedial children seem 
hopelessly fragmented in distinct categorical 
programs. This fragmentation not only impairs 
the program's effectiveness, but also causes 
children who need services to fall through the 
cracks created between separate programs. 
2. Special and regular education operates as a dual 
system in which the responsibility for educating 
students with learning problems falls to the 
special programs, while the role of the class¬ 
room teachers and building administrators is 
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weakened. Special programs often remove stu¬ 
dents from regular classrooms for services and 
fail to coordinate their instruction with that 
of the regular classroom. 
3. Students in special programs who are segregated 
from nonhandicapped peers may be stigmatized, 
suffering negative consequences ranging from 
lowered self-esteem to unhealthy attitudes 
toward learning. 
4. Rigid eligibility requirements associated with 
special programs create conflicts between 
parents and school personnel, who may disagree 
about a student's placement in a particular 
program. 
To alleviate many of these problems, Will (1986) 
proposed several solutions which are designed to serve 
students effectively in the regular classroom. Among the 
proposed solutions are: (1) returning administrative 
control to school principals for managing and coordinating 
categorical services; (2) increasing instructional time; 
(3) providing a support system for teachers, including 
building-based support teams, team teaching, and inservice 
training; and (4) using new approaches, such as curriculum- 
based assessment, cooperative learning, and personalized 
curricula. 
Many professionals agree that schools do need to 
effectively integrate all students into general education 
classes (Berres and Knoblock 1987, Forrest 1987, Stainback 
and Stainback 1987) . As students with a broader range of 
handicapping conditions attend neighborhood schools, it will 
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become necessary for all educators to assume a proactive 
role in their education. 
Traditionally, the principal has occupied a unique 
and important role in the leadership of instruction for 
students attending neighborhood schools. A review of the 
literature suggests that serving disabled students in the 
least restrictive environment will require principals to 
assume additional leadership and supervisory responsi¬ 
bilities . 
In four studies of special education programs, 
Weinstein (1989) concluded that principals did not take full 
responsibility for their school's special education pro¬ 
grams. In a study of principals' knowledge of special 
education law, Hirth and Valesky (1989) concluded that prin¬ 
cipals showed gaps in their knowledge of special education 
law. Their research revealed that "Principal's knowledge 
of special education law is not sufficient to ensure that 
mistakes in implementation of procedural safeguards and/or 
the provision of educational services will not occur" (Hirth 
and Valesky 1989, 136) . 
RE I suggests how regular and special education can 
develop a partnership to help students who are at risk for 
academic failure. One of the proposed strategies is to 
empower principals to control all programs and resources at 
the building level, a strategy that corresponds to a trend 
toward school-based decision making. 
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Most barriers to effective implementation, according 
to Thousand and Villa (1989) , have been attributed to admin¬ 
istrative disinterest and a lack of administrative support 
for the process of inclusion. Although the attitude of the 
administrator has been found to be the most influential 
factor for the success of an inclusion program, Rude and 
Anderson (1992, 33) also determined that (1) administrators 
must continually redefine the role of both the classroom 
teacher and special educator based on previous inclusion 
successes and emerging student needs, and (2) in some cases, 
modification of the existing school's organizational struc¬ 
ture is necessary in order to provide built-in teacher 
collaboration and planning time. 
The recommendations involving potential changes in 
the delivery of services to students with disabilities as 
proposed by RE I make it imperative that all school admin¬ 
istrators become knowledgeable about the procedural safe¬ 
guards that govern the implementation of inclusive education 
programs. 
Purpose of the Study 
Various rationales support the growing movement 
advocating for the creation of inclusionary or heterogeneous 
schools. The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA; originally the Education for All Handicapped Children 
Act, Public Law 94-142, 1975) requires school districts to 
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educate students with disabilities in the least restrictive 
environment (LRE) . The Act specifically states that the LRE 
provision applies across the continuum of placement alterna¬ 
tives. Specifically/ the IDEA requires states to establish 
procedures assuring that students with disabilities are 
educated to the maximum extent appropriate with students 
without disabilities. Further/ the use of special classes 
and separate facilities or other removal from the general 
education environment may only occur when the nature or 
severity of the student's disability precludes satisfactory 
instruction in general education classes/ even with supple¬ 
mentary aids and services. IDEA'S LRE provisions apply to 
students in private schools, institutions, or other care 
facilities, not just students in public schools (IDEA, 
1412(5) (B) ) . 
The purpose of this study was to determine the per¬ 
ceptions of administrators and teachers of specific factors 
that may impede the full inclusion of special education 
students into regular education classes for instructional 
and social purposes. 
Background of the Problem 
President George Bush (1991) , along with governors 
of the fifty United States, set Six National Goals for 
Education: 
Goal 1: By the year 2000, all children in America 
will start to school ready to learn. 
Goal 2: By the year 2000, the high school gradua¬ 
tion rate will increase to at least 90 percent. 
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Goal 3i By the year 2000, American students will 
leave grades four, eight, and twelve having demon¬ 
strated competency in challenging subject matter 
including English, mathematics, science, history, 
and geography; and every school in America will 
ensure that all students learn to use their minds 
well, so that they may be prepared for responsible 
citizenship, further learning, and productive 
employment in our modern economy. 
Goal 4: By the year 2000, U.S. students will be 
first in the world in science and mathematics 
achievement. 
Goal 5: By the year 2000, every adult American will 
be literate and will possess the knowledge and 
skills necessary to compete in a global economy and 
exercise the rights and responsibilities of citizen¬ 
ship. 
Goal 6: By the year 2000, every school in America 
will be free of drugs and will offer a disciplined 
environment conducive to learning. 
Inclusion of all students in the total educational 
environment is implied in the Six National Goals for Educa¬ 
tion. The achievement of these goals will depend on the 
leadership provided by the principals. Also implicit in 
these national goals is that principals must assume more 
authority and responsibility for school reform. 
In a world of rapidly changing social institutions 
and conventions, special education is being subjected to 
enormous pressures for change. Special education's future— 
and the future of the students who are its primary concern— 
will largely be determined by responses to these pressures. 
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Special education should and will be shaped. The central 
question is this: How will it change? (Kauffmann 1993) . 
Those who are skeptical of proposed reforms are 
typically depicted as defenders of the status quo. An 
alternative perspective is that the status quo in education 
has been a succession of reforms, many of which were not 
based on careful analyses of the problems or tools of teach¬ 
ing or of the policies that constrain practice. Most reform 
movements in education have led to disappointment and a 
predictable reversal of direction rather than to progress— 
the familiar phenomenon described as a cycle, pendulum, or 
wave (cf. Carnine 1992; Cuban 1990; Sarason 1990; Ziegler, 
Hodapp, and Edison 1990). 
Leaders attempting to act as change agents must 
develop networks within the community that lead to inclusion 
of children with disabilities within a variety of school, 
leisure, and work settings. In order for these children to 
obtain access to these environments, collaborative working 
relationships among parents, teachers, and others are essen¬ 
tial (Rainforth, York, and McDonald 1982). 
In the process of networking, leaders must consider 
obstacles to full inclusion (Wisniewski and Alper 1994) . 
Deal and Peterson (1990, cited by Villa and Thousand 1995) 
identified four causes that make schools intractable: 
(1) inadequate teacher preperation; (2) inappropriate organ¬ 
izational structures, policies, and procedures; (3) lack of 
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attention to the cultural aspects of schooling; and (4) poor 
leadership. 
A first barrier to school change is the categorical 
approach to teacher preparation in higher education that 
lacks a curriculum focus on collaborative skills and ethics. 
In a national survey of teacher preparedness, Lyon, Vaassen, 
and Toomey (1989) found that 80 percent of teacher respon¬ 
dents indicated they were inadequately prepared through 
their teacher programs to meet differing student needs. 
Clearly, colleges and universities share a responsibility 
for preparing teachers to expect diversity in the classroom 
(e.g., the inclusion of children with disabilities in 
general education) and helping them develop the skills to 
respond to differing student learning styles, rates, and 
needs. Yet, at a time when teachers are being asked to 
educate increasingly diverse groups of learners, colleges 
and universities continue to sort their teacher preparation 
candidates into categorical programs (e.g., special educa¬ 
tion, general education, gifted and talented, English as a 
second language) and prepare them to expect to work with 
only certain types of learners. 
"Student diversity is only a problem because of the 
kind of school organizations we have" (Holmes Group 1990) . 
Inappropriate organizational structures, policies, and 
procedures are often cited as a second reason for the 
intractability of schools (Deal 1987) . Schools often are 
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compartmentalized organizations that thwart rather than 
promote collaboration and coordination of resources, ideas, 
and actions. For example, many schools continue to rely on 
a lockstep curriculum determined not by the assessment of 
individual student needs but by the grade level to which 
students are assigned. Students are placed in a grade 
according to age and are expected to master a predetermined, 
abritrary set of curriculum objectives by the end of each 
school year. If they fail, they repeat the subject or grade 
or are referred for special services that pull them out of 
the general education system for part or all of the day; 
they become so-called curriculum casualties (Glicking and 
Thompson 1985) . 
Additionally, many schools continue to track 
students into high-, medium-, and low-ability groups, some¬ 
times including pull-outs for special services. A formal 
separation divides general and special education services, 
with special education being a freestanding "second system" 
(Wang, Reynolds, and Wallberg 1988, 248), with its own 
administration, departments, inservice training events, 
faculty meetings, and policies and procedures for disci¬ 
pline, parent involvement, and access to educational 
services. 
Finally, few schools expect, reward, or otherwise 
encourage instructional personnel to plan, teach, share 
professional expertise, or support one another as a team. 
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Little if any time is structured into the work week for such 
collaboration to occur (Thousand and Villa 1995) . 
A third reason suggested for the failure of school 
reform is resistance to the loss of the familiar tradition 
or culture of school (e.g., "I work alone," "My business is 
none of your business," "These are my students and those are 
yours," "We teach content, and students who can't keep up 
don't belong"). Culture may be defined as the "historically 
rooted socially transmitted set of deep patterns of thinking 
and ways of acting that gives meaning to human experiences" 
(Deal and Peterson 1990, 8). The power of culture is that 
when "attachments to people or objects are [threatened and] 
broken . . . people experience a deep sense of loss and 
grief" (Deal 1987, 7) comparable to the stages of grief 
(i.e., denial, resistance, bargaining, acceptance) experi¬ 
enced by someone who has lost a loved one. Thus, when 
change is on the doorstep, some people (teachers, adminis¬ 
trators, and students alike) will feel compelled to dig in 
their heels and resist, at least initially. Given this, a 
shift from a fragmented to an inclusive school culture 
requires change agents to develop new heroes, rituals, 
traditions, and symbols that celebrate inclusive practices. 
They might also respond to the inevitable references to the 
"good old days" with Will Rogers' reminder that "schools 
aren't as good as they used to be"; they never were 
(Thousand and Villa 1995). 
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Thousand and Villa (1995) cited a final reason for 
schools' intractability. Many change agents are naive or 
cowardly, or both (Sarason 1990) . They are naive in that 
they fail to realize or acknowledge just how complex system 
change is or how long it will take. At a minimum, it takes 
five to seven years for a change to filter through and 
become the norm in an organization. Senge (1990) argued 
that it can take up to twenty years for those who approv¬ 
ingly remember "the way it was" to be gone from the system, 
so that only those of the "new order" are around to pass on 
the new culture. Change agents also are naive when they 
fail to link various change initiatives together (e.g., 
thematic and interdisciplinary curriculum, multiage group¬ 
ing, inclusive education, multicultural education) or com¬ 
municate to others how these initiatives support the overall 
goals of the district, including economic and social self- 
sufficiency, independent living, full inclusion and integra¬ 
tion into society of all students of the community. 
Change agents are cowardly when they refuse to deal 
with the emotional turmoil and conflict that naturally 
accompany change initiatives or when they leave their posi¬ 
tions of leadership before the change they have championed 
has taken hold. Given that the average tenure of a prin¬ 
cipal or superintendent in the United States is three years, 
several years less than the projected time frame for organ¬ 
izational transformation to occur, is it any wonder many 
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educators respond to new educational initiatives with an 
attitude that says "This is only a fad" or "This too will 
pass"? 
Educational reform occurs when educators see the big 
picure, when they "penetrate the level of immediacy of 
everyday action and consider the practices of schooling in 
relation to the social, cultural, political and economic 
context of education" (Angus 1989, 84). For this to happen, 
those who choose to lead us into change must be aware of the 
barriers to change and take risks necessary to overcome 
them, for "the biggest risk in education is not taking one" 
(Sarason 1990, 176). 
Statement of the Problem 
A major challenge facing educators today is the need 
to accommodate an increasingly diverse student population in 
regular classes. The impetus for mainstreaming has been 
federal legislation. Since the implementation of the Educa¬ 
tion for All Handicapped Children Act in 1978 (currently 
known as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
[IDEA]), teachers and administrators have continued to raise 
questions about the interpretation and implementation of the 
least restrictive environment (LRE) provision of this Act. 
In order for mainstreaming to be effective, school 
personnel must be receptive to new special education service 
delivery models that emphasize integrated regular classes. 
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"Inclusive education" models suggest that students with 
disabilities become the responsibility of the regular class 
teacher, who is supported by specialists in the classroom. 
However, with continued legal and professional pressures to 
adopt an inclusion model, many school systems continue to 
operate educational programs in separate environments for 
most students with disabilities and have failed to implement 
inclusive education as an accrued right for students with 
disabilities. 
Significance of the Study 
A growing number of researchers, parents, and educa¬ 
tors are advocating that students with numerous disabilities 
who have traditionally spent a portion of the school day 
separated from their peers be fully integrated into the 
mainstream of regular education (Stainback and Stainback 
1989; York, Doyle, and Kronberg 1992). This movement, 
referred to as inclusive education (Lipsky and Gartner 1989; 
McDonnel and Hardeman 1989; York, Doyle, and Kronberg 1992), 
is responsible for an increasing dialogue about how best to 
not only meet the curriculum and instructional needs of 
students, but alleviate barriers to implementing inclusive 
schooling, as well. 
This study is significant because it adds to the 
existing body of knowledge factors that are perceived to be 
deterrents to the implementation of inclusion of students 
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with disabilities in regular education classes for instruc¬ 
tional purposes. Implications from this study will also 
give information and guidance to teachers and administrators 
prior to initiating an inclusive schooling model. 
Research Questions 
The research questions addressed by this study were: 
1. Is there a relationship between legislation and 
implementing inclusion? 
2. Is there a relationship between funding and 
implementing inclusion? 
3. Is there a relationship between facilities and 
implementing inclusion? 
4. Is there a relationship between curriculum and 
implementing inclusion? 
5. Is there a relationship between regular educa¬ 
tion and implementing inclusion? 
6. Is there a relationship between regular educa¬ 
tion students and implementing inclusion? 
7. Is there a relationship between the type of 
handicap and implementing inclusion? 
8. Is there a relationship between the severity of 
handicap and implementing inclusion? 
9. Is there a difference in implementing inclusion 
as perceived by administrators in terms of their (a) age, 
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(b) gender, (c) highest degree held, (d) total years of 
experience, and (e) curent position? 
10. Is there a difference in implementing inclusion 
as perceived by teachers in terms of their (a) age, (b) 
gender, (c) highest degree held, (d) total years of experi¬ 
ence, and (e) curent position? 
Summary 
This chapter introduced inclusion as a possible 
model for the education of handicapped students. It gave 
the purpose of the study, described the background of the 
problem, and stated the research questions that guided this 
research project. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 
Increasingly, special education reform is symbolized 
by the term "inclusive schools." Like the Regular Education 
Initiative (REI), which grabbed the field's attention nearly 
a decade ago, the newer term seems to defy straightforward 
interpretation (Fuchs and Fuchs 1994). And like the REI, 
this is partly because inclusion means different things to 
people who wish different things from it. For the group 
that wants least, it is old wine in a new bottle, a subtle 
form of coopting reformist impulses to maintain the status 
quo. To those who want more, it means decentralization of 
power and the concomitant empowerment of teachers and build¬ 
ing level administrators; a fundamental reorganization of 
the teaching and learning process through innovations like 
cooperative learning and thematic teaching; and the redefin¬ 
ition of professional relationships within buildings (e.g.. 
Board of Education for the City of Toronto 1989, Council for 
Exceptional Children 1993) . Such objectives are neither 
dissimilar from those of REI nor inherently inimical to 
special education or its continuum of services (McLaughlin 
and Warren 1992). But to yet a third group, those who 
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currently lead the inclusive schools movement, "special 
education reform" is an oxymoron: no meaningful transfor¬ 
mation can occur unless and until special education and its 
continuum of placements are eliminated altogether. The 
"inclusive school" denotes a place rid of special educators, 
where full inclusion reigns (e.g., Stainback and Stainback 
1992) . 
Special education has evolved with a tangential 
association to schools in general and has not been without 
its ills and recommended remedies. The ill of being 
separate and its spillover effects on children it serves 
have received considerable attention (Gartner and Lipsky 
1987, Lytle 1988, Oberti v. Clementon 1993, Skrtic 1991). 
The remedy of integrating children with special needs into 
the mainstream of schools while providing them with indi¬ 
vidualized support is one educational reform made complex 
because it forces a tangential relationship between special 
and general education to intersect and become cooperative in 
nature (McLaughlin and Warren 1992) . 
For most students considered poor, minority, or 
disabled in Colonial America, the first hurdle was merely to 
receive an education; integration into the mainstream of 
education would come much later. As early as 1779, Thomas 
Jefferson proposed the first state-supported school system 
to help provide an education to the poor of Virginia. 
Unfortunately, his plan was rejected. As stated by Sigmon 
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(1983, 5), "Indeed, in a society of class distinctions, the 
failure of the plan was undoubtedly caused by the refusal of 
well-to-do citizens to pay taxes for the education of the 
poor 
About a century after Jefferson's endeavor, however, 
the efforts of educational leaders such as Horace Mann, 
coupled with the massive influx of immigrants needing to 
be "Americanized" during the late 1800s and early 1900s, 
persuaded the affluent that the education of the "lower" 
classes was in their best interest. As a result, the states 
one by one adopted publicly supported education, all of them 
passing compulsory education attendance laws between 1842 
and 1918. 
All was not positive, however. Many blacks and 
Native Americans received no education, and those who did 
attended classes in a separate system of education. Simi¬ 
larly, students identified as disabled were generally unwel¬ 
come in the public schools. Tracking by academic ability 
became popular in schools, and poor and disadvantaged 
children routinely filled the lower, nonacademic tracks. 
Exceptions for early school leaving, primarily affecting 
children from the lower socioeconomic groups, were made. 
All of these actions worked against achieving a truly inte¬ 
grated mainstream education for all students (Villa and 
Thousand 1995) . 
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Despite continued support toward including all 
students in mainstream education, there are those who have 
made many attempts to maintain the status quo by trying to 
slow, stop, or reverse this trend. Attempts to impede 
inclusion policies are evident even today. For instance, 
despite mandates for the placement of students in the least 
restrictive educational environment, some states have shown 
no progress in this area, and some have increased restric¬ 
tive, segregated placements. Likewise, some states have 
made more rigid their categorical teacher certification, and 
some organizations and states have proposed the reinstitu¬ 
tion of segregated schools for students with disabilities 
(Stainback and Stainback 1992b) . Also, some scholars and 
researchers have argued against the integration movement 
(Fuchs and Fuchs 1994; Kauffmann 1993; Kauffmann, Gerber, 
and Semmel 1988; Lieberman 1988) . 
Historical Background 
Attempts to include all students in the mainstream 
of education, however, have persisted throughout history. 
In the United States, the great majority of students con¬ 
sidered disabled learners were not deemed worthy of educa¬ 
tion at all until the 1800s. Institutionalized, segregated 
education was the norm during the 19th century and much of 
the 20th century. Recent years have witnessed a movement 
toward mainstream education for many previously segregated 
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learners, a movement sometimes slow and hesitant but always 
progressive. Although progress has been hard won, the goal 
potentially within the grasp of schools in the United States 
(Stainback and Stainback 1995). 
Benjamin Rush, a physician, was one of the first 
Americans to introduce the concept of educating persons with 
disabilities. Although Rush put forward the idea in the 
late 1700s, the first such educational program was not 
established until 1817, when Thomas Gallaudet opened the 
American Asylum for the Education and Instruction of the 
Deaf and Dumb in Connecticut. Other programs for educating 
students with various disabilities were established soon 
after. For example, the New England Asylum for the Educa¬ 
tion of the Blind was founded in 1829 in Watertown, Massa¬ 
chusetts, and the Experimental School for Teaching and 
Training Idiotic Children was founded in Barre, Massachu¬ 
setts. Still, not all students with disabilities received 
an education. Those who did often learned their lessons 
in asylums or government- or church-supported institutions. 
It was not until the mid-1800s that Samuel Howe advocated 
for the education of all children, an idea that did not 
emerge into actual practice until more than a century later, 
with the passage of P.L. 94-142 (now the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act, IDEA) by the U.S. Congress 
(Stainback and Stainback 1995) . 
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Even with the passage of compulsory attendance laws 
in the early 1900s, many children continued to be excluded 
from the public schools. As cited in Sigmon (1983), almost 
all children who were wheelchair-bound, were not toilet 
trained, or were considered ineducable were excluded because 
of the problems that schooling them would entail. 
Teachers in the regular classroom perceived educa¬ 
tors working in special education classes as having special 
training and/or a special capacity for the work. They 
were a breed apart, and it was inappropriate for regular 
education teachers to participate in educating students in 
wheelchairs and/or students who had difficulty learning 
academics. This type of reasoning contributed to the crea¬ 
tion of what might be termed "little red schoolhouses" for 
students considered exceptional. As special classes 
increased in number, attitudes among regular and special 
educators and evolving administrative models for segregated 
education ensured that regular and special education devel¬ 
oped on parallel rather than converging lines (Stainback and 
Stainback 1995). 
While special classes and special day schools began 
to gain momentum in the early 1900s, educational programs in 
asylums and residential institutions for students with dis¬ 
abilities remained a dominant force, growing and expanding 
until the mid-1900s. In the 1950s and 1960s, special 
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classes in the public schools became the preferred educa¬ 
tional delivery system for most students who were blind, 
deaf, and physically handicapped (Sigmon 1983). 
In the early 1970s, advocates for children with 
special needs actively sought to legally ensure that these 
children would receive an appropriate education, which 
included placement in the least restrictive environment. In 
1975 the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EHA), 
P.L. 94-142, was signed into law. Though successful in 
gaining educational services for many previously unserviced, 
this law underserved and/or inappropriately served special 
needs students and failed to provide them with an education 
which takes place in the least restrictive environment—the 
regular education setting (Gerrard 1993) . 
In 1954, Chief Justice Earl Warren, writing for a 
unanimous Supreme Court, clearly pointed out that separate 
education by race was unconstitutional. He stated that 
"this inherent inequality stems from the stigma created 
by purposeful segregation which generates a feeling of 
inferiority that may affect their hearts and minds in a way 
unlikely ever to be undone" (Holmes 1992, 1). The current 
movement toward inclusive education is not just about a new 
focus. It is a major effort to reassert the rights granted 
to students with special needs under the law (Gerrard 1993) . 
Although the 1950s and 1960s saw increased support 
for mainstreamed education for the disabled, it was not 
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until the 1970s that U.S. schools put into place the sequal 
to the 1954 Brown v. Board of Education decision for 
students with disabilities. Court decisions in Pennsylvania 
in 1971 and in the District of Columbia in 1972 established 
the rights of children labeled as mentally retarded to a 
free and appropriate education. These court rulings made it 
more difficult for students with disabilities to be excluded 
from the public schools and denied an education. 
In 1973/ Congress passed the Rehabilitation Act of 
~ Section 504 and later amendments that guaranteed the rights 
of persons with disabilities in employment and educational 
institutions that receive federal monies. In 1975/ due to 
pressure from parents, courts, and legislatures, Congress 
passed the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 
94-142). This law (now IDEA), enacted in 1978, stipulates 
that no child, regardless of disability, can be denied an 
appropriate public education in the least restrictive 
environment. 
By 1976, all fifty states, spurred by the passage 
of P.L. 94-142, had passed laws subsidizing public school 
programs for students with disabilities. In addition, 
several national associations for regular educators passed 
resolutions in support of mainstreaming. Many states also 
began to require regular classroom teachers to take course 
work to prepare them for mainstreaming. 
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It was during this same time that a number of 
people, most notably Norris Haring, Lou Brown, Wayne Sailor, 
Doug Guess, and William and Diane Bricker, began strongly 
advocating for the education of students with severe and 
profound disabilities in regular neighborhood schools. In 
1979, the Association for Persons with Severe Handicaps 
adopted a resolution calling for the education of all 
students with severe disabilities in regular neighborhood 
schools with their nondisabled peers. A few years later, 
the National Society for Children and Adults with Autism 
adopted a similar resolution calling for the termination of 
segregated placements. Not until 1984, however, were the 
current dual systems of general and special education 
directly challenged by Susan and William Stainback in an 
article in the Journal for Exceptional Children, in which 
they proposed the merger of special and regular education 
into one system of education designed to meet all students' 
needs (Stainback and Stainback 1984) . 
By the late 1970s and early 1980s, students con¬ 
sidered mildly or moderately disabled were attending regular 
classes for at least part of the day, and many students who 
had not been served in the past (those considered severely 
or profoundly disabled) increasingly began to receive educa¬ 
tional services in the regular neighborhood schools and to 
be part of such regular school environments as the cafe¬ 
teria, playground, library, halls, buses, and restrooms 
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(Certo, Harring, and York 1984; Knoblock 1982; Lusthaus 
1988; Stainback, Stainback, and Forrest 1989; Villa and 
Thousand 1988) . 
Today, inclusion is not only the latest trend in 
special education circles but has moved to other educational 
arenas. For example, leading general education journals 
such as The Elementary School Journal (Alper and Ryndak 
1992) and Educational Leadership (Villa and Thousand 1992) 
have published articles on how full inclusion might be 
accomplished, and newspapers such as USA Today (Kelly 1993) 
and The Wall Street Journal (Luberman 1994) have published 
articles describing full inclusion to the general public. 
The courts are increasingly being called upon to 
render judgments regarding full inclusion, the most recent 
and important being the Oberti v. Clementon (1993) decision 
in which U.S. Circuit Court Judge Edward R. Becker ordered 
the inclusion of a student with severe disabilities and 
wrote: "We construe IDEA'S mainstreaming requirement to 
prohibit a school from placing a child with disabilities 
outside a regular classroom if education of the child in the 
regular classroom, with supplementary aids and support 
services, can be achieved satisfactorily." In addition, the 
U.S. Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services 
in the U.S. Office of Education recently adopted policies 
encouraging inclusion of all students in the mainstream 
whenever and wherever possible. Also, a growing number of 
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state departments of education are adopting policies that 
encourage and support inclusion (e.g., New Mexico Department 
of Education). 
Finally, in the 1990s Villa and Thousand, among 
others, have helped put the inclusion movement in the con¬ 
text of general education reform (Thousand, Villa, and Nevin 
1994; Villa and Thousand 1992). School restructuring, as 
noted in Thousand, Meyers, and Nevin (1993), for all 
learners was addressed in 1992 with an Association for 
Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD) resolution and 
a report from the National Association of State Boards of 
Education (ASCD 1992, NASBE Study Group 1992). One of 
ASCD's six resolutions in 1992 was for full inclusion of 
special programs through instructional environments that 
eliminate tracking and segregation, services that focus on 
the prevention of learning problems rather than after-the- 
fact labeling, minimal restrictive regulations, and flexible 
use of funding to promote success for all children. 
The number of schools attempting to realize the ASCD 
and NASBE visions of inclusion grew rapidly (Stainback and 
Stainback 1995) . Literature emerged describing some of 
these schools (e.g., Villa, Thousand, Paducci-Whitcomb, and 
Nevin 1990; Villa, Thousand, Stainback, and Stainback 1992) 
and the methods they employed to adapt curriculum and 
instruction and to alter the traditional schooling paradigm 
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(e.g., Stainback and Stainback 1990 , 1992a, 1992b; Stain- 
back, Stainback, and Forrest 1989; Thousand, Villa, and 
Nevin 1994; Villa, Thousand, Stainback, and Stainback 1992). 
In summary, the inclusion debate of the 1990s has 
expanded beyond special education and become a part of a 
total school reform movement. In fact, while the special 
education community continued to debate full inclusion 
versus a continuum of placements (educational options) , two 
leading general education organizations (ASCD and NASBE) 
have endorsed the creation of "heterogeneous" (Villa and 
Thousand 1988, 144) or inclusionary schools (Stainback and 
Stainback 1995). 
Role of the Courts and the Educational 
Rights of the Handicapped 
The 1954 Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka was 
the historic case that set the tone for restructuring 
America's school systems. America was brought to the fore¬ 
front of recognizing equal educational rights for all 
children. In this case, which involved separate but equal 
educational facilities for black children, the courts con¬ 
cluded that in the field of public education "separate-but- 
equal" has no place, that all children should be allowed 
equal protection of the law under the Fifth Amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States. The precedent estab¬ 
lished by this ruling would later be significant in the 
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inclusion of "all" children in public educational facil¬ 
ities/ not exclusive of the disabled (Miller 1988). 
In 1972 a landmark case established a base and 
incorporated guidelines for disabled children: Mills v. 
Board of Education of the District of Columbia (348 F. Supp. 
866/ 1972). This civil action was brought on behalf of 
seven children of school age. The plaintiffs sought a 
declaration of rights and to enjoin the defendants from 
excluding them from the District of Columbia Public Schools 
and/or denying them publicly supported education and to 
compel the defendants to provide them with immediate and 
adequate education and educational facilities in the public 
schools or alternative placement at public expense. They 
also sought additional ancillary relief to effectuate the 
primary relief. They alleged that although they could 
profit from an education either in regular classrooms with 
supportive services or in special classes adapted to their 
needs, they had been labeled as behavioral problems, men¬ 
tally retarded, emotionally disturbed, or hyperactive and 
denied admission to the public schools or excluded therefrom 
after admission with no provisions for alternative educa¬ 
tional placement or periodic review. 
Each minor plaintiff in this case qualified as an 
"exceptional" child. Although all the named minor plain¬ 
tiffs in this case were black, the class they represented 
was not limited by race. The suit represented all other 
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District of Columbia residents of school age who were 
eligible for free public education and who had been or might 
be excluded from such education or otherwise deprived by the 
defendants of access to publicly supported education. 
This case also mandated the following procedures and 
guidelines be adhered to with special students in public 
schools: 
—students be afforded a free and appropriate 
education. 
—students be afforded due process of law (e.g.f 
hearings contingent with exclusion or suspen¬ 
sions) . 
—an adequate process of identification or program 
classification be within thirty days of referral. 
—appropriate notification of assessment be provided 
parents. 
—institution of an appropriate planned individual¬ 
ized instruction be implemented. 
—diagnostic evaluations and assessments must be 
administered to decide placement. 
—students and parents or guardians receive legal 
counsel. 
This case was instrumental to Congress passing 
legislation which impacted rights of handicapped individuals 
in public education and in the business sector. Between 
1973 and 1975 the Vocational Rehabilitation Act and the 
Individuals with Disabilities Act were enacted by Congress 
to discourage and eliminate discrimination in the schools or 
any work agency and business place receiving federal alloca¬ 
tions. Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped 
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Children Act, further ensured rights of handicapped children 
in the public school system were adhered to (Alexander and 
Alexander 1992, 359-371). The components of this law which 
set guidelines for special education programs in this coun¬ 
try to date are: (1) a free, appropriate public education; 
(2) an individualized education; (3) special services; (4) 
related services; (5) due process procedures; and (6) the 
least restrictive environment in which to learn. 
The most recent legislation protecting the rights of 
disabled individuals is the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA), or Public Law 101-336, which was 
signed into law July 26, 1990 (Autry 1990, Chaikind 1992). 
This law is based on the Civil Rights Act of 1973 and is 
considered a valuable extension of these pieces of legisla¬ 
tion (Lipton 1991, Thornburg 1991). 
The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) defines a 
disability as a "physical or mental impairment that substan¬ 
tially limits one or more of the major activities of an 
individual, a record of such an impairment" [Section 3(2)1 
(Chaikind 1992) . A primary goal of the ADA is to allow 
individuals with disabilities to contribute to the workplace 
and to be mainstreamed in all aspects of society (Thornburgh 
1991) . 
The ADA is comprised of four titles. Under Title I, 
private employers with 15 or more employees are prohibited 
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from discriminating against disabled persons in the applica¬ 
tion process, hiring, advancement, training or discharge of 
that person. Title II prohibits discrimination against 
people with disabilities in programs and activities operated 
by city and state governments, including public transporta¬ 
tion. Title III governs public accomodations, which include 
all commonly used businesses and services (e.g., hotels, 
restaurants, grocery stores, private schools, and parks). 
Title V mandates a national relay system by requiring all 
local and long distance telephone companies to provide 
intrastate and interstate communication. 
Individuals with disabilities have become more 
recognized by society through the efforts of parents and 
support groups. In Pennsylvania Association of Retarded 
Citizens (PARC) v. Commonwealth (344 F. Supp. 1257), the 
court overturned a Pennsylvania law that had relieved 
schools of the responsibility of enrolling "uneducable" or 
"untrained" children. Basing its opinion on extensive 
expert testimony, the court ruled that mentally retarded 
children could benefit from education. 
The U.S. Supreme Court, in its landmark opinion in 
Board of Education of Hendrick Hudson Central School Dis¬ 
trict v. Rowley (1982) , stated that to be appropriate, a 
special education program must be provided in the least 
restrictive environment (Osborne 1992) . Several early 
courts weighed the benefits of mainstreaming against the 
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benefits of providing greater or more specialized services 
in a segregated setting in situations involving students 
with severe disabilities (Bonadonna v. Cooperman 1985). 
Most courts held that the LRE mandate was secondary to the 
provision of an appropriate instructional program (Johnson 
v. Ann Arbor Schools 1983). Because each student's situa¬ 
tion is unique, it is difficult to provide general LRE 
guidelines. However, many of the court decisions issued in 
the years immediately after the passage of the IDEA in 1975 
addressed the LRE mandate in terms of the degree to which a 
given student should be mainstreamed (Jules and Brown 1991) . 
As stated previously, the IDEA declares that stu¬ 
dents with disabilities may be removed from the general 
education environment only to the extent necessary to pro¬ 
vide needed special education services. Many of the earlier 
courts had to determine if recommended services warranted 
removal from the general education environment or if they 
could be provided in a less restrictive setting. Many of 
the early court decisions indicated that the LRE requirement 
could not be used to preclude a placement in a segregated 
setting if that setting was required to provide the appro¬ 
priate education mandated by the IDEA (Board of Education 
of East Windsor v. Diamond 1986, Matthew v. Campbell 1979, 
St. Louis Developmental Disabilities Center v. Mallorv 
1984). Similarly, courts approved placements in restrictive 
environments when school districts demonstrated that a 
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satisfactory education could not be provided in a less 
restrictive environment, even with supplementary aids 
(Johnson v. Ann Arbor Public Schools 1983, Larchman v. 
Illinois State Board of Education 1988, Wilson v. Marana 
Unified School District 1984) . 
However, other courts held that it was appropriate 
to sacrifice a degree of academic quality for the sake of 
socialization. To strike the balance between the benefits 
of mainstreaming and special education services, these 
courts approved a trade-off in favor of mainstreaming only 
if it was shown clearly that the student would benefit from 
the socialization available in a mainstreamed setting 
(Bonadonna v. Cooperman 1985, Roncker v. Walter 1983). One 
court indicated that a student should not be mainstreamed 
unless the mainstream program would teach the skills 
necessary for the student to become integrated in the 
mainstream of life. Ironically, the court found that a 
segregated program would provide the student with those 
skills (Visco v. School District of Pittsburgh 1988). 
Before 1989, the majority of court decisions on LRE 
indicated that mainstreaming was not required for all 
students with disabilities but must be provided, where 
appropriate, to the maximum extent feasible. Recognizing 
that mainstreaming had important social benefits, these 
courts held that students should not be mainstreamed solely 
for the sake of mainstreaming but, rather, should be 
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mainstreamed when there was benefit to be derived from it. 
In balancing the need for specialized services against 
placement in a mainstreamed setting, early courts tipped 
the scales in favor of specialized services (Osborne and 
Dimattia 1994) . 
Placements involving hearing-impaired children have 
generated a number of disputes. Several courts have upheld 
segregated placements as appropriate settings for these 
children because they need to be instructed with other 
hearing-impaired students (Briggs v. Board of Education of 
Connecticut 1989). In 1991 the Fourth Circuit Court of 
Appeals upheld placement of a profoundly hearing-impaired 
child in a school several miles from his home instead of a 
neighborhood school, reasoning that the centralized program 
better served the interests of all students (Barnett v. 
Fairfax County School Board 1991) . The U.S. Department of 
Education (1992) issued a Notice of Policy Guidance stipu¬ 
lating that "any setting," including regular classroom, that 
prevents a child who is deaf from receiving an appropriate 
education that meets his or her needs, including communica¬ 
tion needs, is not the LRE for that individual child. 
Similarly, the appeals court in Schuldt v. Mankato Indepen¬ 
dent School District (1991) approved a centralized program 
for a student using a wheelchair, holding that the school 
district was not required to modify the student's neighbor¬ 
hood school to make it accessible. 
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Although upholding a substantially segregated place¬ 
ment for a child with Down's syndrome (Daniel R. R. v. State 
Board of Education 1989) , the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals 
announced a two-part standard that several subsequent courts 
have applied in ordering inclusive placements. According to 
this court, the judiciary must first determine whether the 
child can be educated in the general classroom satisfac¬ 
torily with supplementary aids and services. If not, 
special education must be provided, and the school district 
must mainstream the student to the maximum extent appropri¬ 
ate. The court articulated several factors that should be 
considered in determining whether a child should be placed 
in the regular classroom. To determine answers to this two- 
part test, lower courts were instructed to consider the 
student's ability to grasp the regular education curriculum, 
the nature and severity of the disability, the effect the 
student's presence would have on the functioning of the 
general education classroom, the student's overall experi¬ 
ence in the mainstream, and the amount of exposure the 
special education student would have to students without 
disabilities. 
The Fifth Circuit's two-part test has become the 
benchmark by which LRE cases in the past six years have been 
decided. It has been a significant factor in most of the 
LRE cases decided since 1989. In some of these decisions, 
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courts have used the test to order inclusive placements for 
students with severe disabilities. 
In Greer v. Rome City School District (1991), the 
Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals stated that the IDEA'S 
presumption in favor of mainstreaming required placement of 
a Down's syndrome child in a general education program at 
her neighborhood school rather than a separate special 
education class. Applying the standard articulated in 
Daniel R. R., the court held that the school district had 
not given adequate consideration to educating the child in 
regular class with supplementary aids and services. The 
court used a four-part test to assess whether inclusion is 
required: (1) compare academic benefits the child would 
receive in regular and special class placements; (2) compare 
nonacademic benefits the child would receive such as social, 
language, and role modeling of both settings; (3) assess the 
effect of inclusion on other children in the regular class¬ 
room; and (4) determine whether the costs of an inclusive 
program would be so great as to have a significant impact on 
education of other children. The court noted that if it 
were determined that the child would make significantly 
more progress in a special class and would likely fall 
behind in a regular classroom, full inclusion would not be 
appropriate. 
The court in Oberti v. Board of Education of the 
Borough of Clementon School District (1992) ruled that 
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school districts have an affirmative obligation to consider 
placing students with disabilities in general education 
classrooms with the use of supplementary aids and services 
before they explore other alternatives. Citing the Fifth 
Circuit's test with approval, the court stated that the 
burden of proof lies with the school district to make a 
strong rebuttal for IDEA'S strong preference for main- 
streaming. The court declared that the preference for main- 
streaming can only be rebutted by the school district demon¬ 
strating that the student's academic and social behaviors 
are so deviant that the education of others will be 
impaired, or that the cost of providing supplementary ser¬ 
vices will negatively affect other students. The district 
court in Board of Education. Sacramento City Unified School 
District v. Rachel H. (1994) stated that the IDEA'S presump¬ 
tion in favor of mainstreaming requires placement in a 
general education classroom if the student can receive a 
satisfactory education there, even if it is not the best 
academic setting for that student. Referring to the Greer 
and Daniel R. R. decisions, the court emphasized that a 
student can be placed in a special education class only if 
the student cannot receive a satisfactory education in the 
general education class with appropriate services. 
Because the school district proposed a segregated 
placement for a moderatly mentally retarded child, her 
parents enrolled her in a private school where she attended 
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kindergarten through second grade in regular classes. In 
assessing whether the school district was obligated to 
provide inclusive placement, the court found that the child 
had made substantial progress in the regular classroom and 
that there had been no detrimental effect on the regular 
education program. Although there was mixed evidence on the 
nonacademic benefits of her placement in the regular class¬ 
room, her parents and current teachers indicated that there 
had been growth. 
The court found the school district had inflated the 
costs that would be needed to educate the child in the regu¬ 
lar class, as well as found unpersuasive their contention 
that a specially certified teacher was needed to teach this 
child. The Appeals Court affirmed the lower court's conclu¬ 
sion that the child should be placed in full-time regular 
education with support services. 
The influence of federal legislation, parental 
concerns, and research questioning the appropriateness of 
special class placement for handicapped children have led to 
attempts to provide learning programs which permit the 
special needs child to function in the regular classroom 
with nonhandicapped students. 
Developing, disseminating, and applying a validated 
instructional knowledge base is the precursor of quality 
instruction. Unfortunately, our current investment in 
developmental instructional interventions and appropriate 
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curriculum options is insufficient to make a substantial 
difference within a reasonable time frame. Much is known 
about the power of cooperative learning models (Johnson and 
Johnson 1987) , peer and cross-age tutoring systems (Good and 
Brophy 1984, Greenwood et al. 1984), learning strategies 
(Deshler and Schumaker 1984) , computer-assisted instruction 
and the use of adaptive devices (Cain and Tabor 1987) , the 
importance of engaging in academic behavior (Stallings 
1980) , collaboration (Pugach and Johnson 1988) , instruc¬ 
tional accountability (Reith and Evertson 1988) , intensity 
of instruction (Meyer and Lehr 1980) , direct instruction 
(Gersten and Carnine 1986), and cognitive strategies 
(Sheinker, Sheinker, and Stevens 1984). 
If instruction that is appropriate to the needs of 
all learners is our purpose, we must pay close attention to 
what Ron Edmonds (1979) said: 
We can, whenever and wherever we choose, success¬ 
fully teach all children whose schooling is of 
interest to us. We already know more than we need 
in order to do this. Whether we do it must finally 
depend on how we feel about the fact that we haven't 
so far. 
The literature is replete in its documentation of 
the pairing of regular education and special education for 
educational, socialization, and recreational purposes (Doval 
et al. 1982; Gartner and Lipsky 1987; Schumaker et al. 1982; 
Stainback and Stainback 1981, 1985, 1987, 1988; Stully and 
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Stully 1985) . Odom and colleagues (1984) compared the pro¬ 
gress of matched groups of nondisabled children in inclusive 
and noninclusive classooms on standardized measures of cog¬ 
nitive, language, and social development. They found no 
significant differences in developmental outcomes (see also 
Cooke et al. 1981) . 
Other studies have tracked the developmental 
progress of nondisabled children enrolled in inclusive pre¬ 
school programs over one or more years, again finding no 
evidence of developmental harm (Bricker et al. 1982). In 
one of the few studies carried out at the elementary level, 
Hunt and colleagues (in press) compared the academic 
achievement of nondisabled students in cooperative learning 
groups that either did or did not include a classmate with 
severe disabilities. The authors found no statistically 
significant differences between these groups on math 
achievement pretest and posttest scores. 
Surveys conducted with parents and teachers who 
have been directly involved in inclusive settings generally 
show that both parties have positive views about inclusive 
programs and do not report any harm to the developmental 
progress of nondisabled children (Bailey and Winton 1989, 
Giangreco et al. 1993, Green and Stoneman 1989, Peck et al. 
1992) . 
Although many have voiced their concern that class¬ 
room teachers will be forced to devote too much time to 
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dealing with children with disabilities (Peck et al. 1989, 
Shanker 1994) , only one study has directly investigated this 
issue in depth. Hollowood and colleages (in press) compared 
allocated and actual instructional time for six randomly 
selected nondisabled students in classrooms that included at 
least one student with severe disabilities with a comparison 
group of nondisabled students in noninclusive classrooms. 
They also collected data on the role of interruptions to 
planned instruction. Their findings indicated that the 
presence of students with severe disabilities had no effect 
on levels of allocated or engaged time. Further, time lost 
to interruptions of instruction was not significantly 
different in inclusive and noninclusive classrooms. 
In a related study, Helmstetter and colleagues 
(1993) surveyed a sample of 166 high school students who had 
been involved in inclusive classrooms in rural, suburban, 
and urban areas of Washington state. These students did not 
believe that their participation in inclusive classrooms had 
caused them to miss out on valuable educational experiences. 
Another research effort conducted follow-along case 
studies of nondisabled students in inclusive elementary and 
middle school classrooms (Staub et al., in press, 1994). 
Interviews with parents and teachers as well as direct 
observational data collected over two successive school 
years indicated that nondisabled students do not acquire 
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undesirable or maladaptive behavior from peers with 
disabilities. 
Murray-Seegert (1989) , who conducted a year-long 
ethnographic study in an inclusive high school, found that 
nondisabled students learned to be more tolerant of others 
as they became more aware of the needs of their peers with 
disabilities. She also found that these students demon¬ 
strated more positive feelings about themselves after spend¬ 
ing time helping classmates with severe disabilities. In 
addition, researchers have found that elementary school 
children learn skills that enable them not only to communi¬ 
cate more effectively with their peers with disabilities, 
but also to be more supportive of them in daily interactions 
(Staub et al. 1994) . 
The inclusion of special education students in 
regular classes is an important movement which has the 
potential to change the face of public education. Many of 
those who were staunch supporters of EHA are now calling for 
changes. This new movement has come to be known as the 
Regular Education Initiative (REI) or inclusion, inclusive 
schooling, and inclusive education. It represents a number 
of proposals for achieving the spirit of the EHA for 
students with disabilities by extending its rights and 
resources to all students (Skrtic 1991) . Recently, "calls 
for reform have ranged from proposals to develop a closer 
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alliance with general education to proposals to totally 
dismantle special education services" (Braaten, Kauffman, 
Braaten, Polsgrove, and Nelson 1988, 21). Various proposals 
range from including students who have mild to moderate 
special needs at one end, to those with the most severe 
disabilities on the other. The latter envision a "zero- 
rejection" philosophy where no student or disability 
category would be too handicapped to be integrated (Sailor 
1991, 9) . 
Criticisms of the pull-out models include the fol¬ 
lowing: They absolve the classroom teacher of responsibil¬ 
ity for instructing low-performing students, they disrupt 
classroom instruction and fail to coordinate their instruc¬ 
tion with that of the classroom, they attach stigmas to the 
children, they fail to increase academic learning time, they 
fail to produce expected transfers to mainstream programs, 
they cost more than inclusive alternatives, and they are 
ineffective (Affleck, Madge, Adams, and Loenbraun 1988; 
Jenkins and Heinen 1989; Pugach and Lilly 1984; Reynolds 
1988) . 
Will (1986, in Algozzine, Maheady, Scacca, O'Shea, 
and O'Shea 1990, 555-556) pointed out a conceptual fallacy 
in the current learning approach: "that poor performance in 
learning can be understood solely in terms of deficiencies 
in the student rather than deficiencies in the learning 
environment." She believed that the premise of creating a 
47 
new learning environment by placement in a special education 
program or class as the primary way to improve student per¬ 
formance is flawed. Will advocated adapting the "regular 
classroom to make it possible for the students to learn in 
that environment. In short, we need to visualize a system 
that will bring the program to the children rather than one 
that brings the child to the program." 
Proponents of this level of inclusion believe that 
children labeled mildly handicapped should not be in pull¬ 
out programs, resource rooms, or separate, segregated 
programs. It is recognized that as budgets are slashed, 
resources cut, and regular class size increased, special 
education becomes a way of managing "difficult" students. 
They feel that these children should be in full-time regular 
education, with supports given within that setting as deter¬ 
mined by individual needs. Advocates for the inclusion of 
students with mild handicaps in regular education classes 
offer consultation models, team teaching, "pull-in" models, 
use of trained paraprofessionals, and cooperative learning 
environments as alternatives to services within a special 
class (Johnson, Johnson, and Maruyama 1983; Goor and Polhill 
1991; Semmel et al. 1991; Voeltz 1980). 
Although inclusive education is beginning to move 
beyond the debate stage in many parts of the United States, 
there is still much opposition to the concept. Support for 
it is not universal, even within the special education 
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community. For example, the Learning Disabilities Associa¬ 
tion of America (1993) has taken a stand against full inclu¬ 
sion for all children with disabilities and reiterated its 
support for a continuum of placement options. In contrast, 
the Council for Exceptional Children (1993) adopted a posi¬ 
tion advocating inclusion for children with disabilities in 
neighborhood schools. 
Teachers' unions are skeptical at best about full 
inclusion. The American Federation of Teachers (AFT) has 
taken a strong position for a moratorium on the placement of 
children with disabilities in regular classrooms while 
educators review how to make such placements work. AFT 
released results of a study in 1994 indicating that over 
three-fourths of the teachers polled would object to their 
schools adopting a full-inclusion policy. 
The National Education Association (NEA) took a more 
moderate stance in 1994, advocating "appropriate inclusion." 
Their policy stipulates that special education students 
should be taught in the regular classroom only if their 
teachers are prepared to assist them. NEA contends that 
schools must train teachers and allow them additional time 
to plan for teaching disabled students and that they must 
reduce class size when classes include children with 
disabilities. 
Smelter, Rasch, and Yudewitz (1994) alluded to 
fiscal concerns over inclusion, primarily that inclusion 
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might result in a reduction in funds targeted for children 
with disabilities. With many school districts facing bud¬ 
getary problems/ some fear that children with disabilities 
will be placed in regular education without support ser¬ 
vices. Moreover, some state funding systems tie state 
special education allocations to the location where services 
are provided, thus furnishing incentives for restrictive 
placements (Dempsey and Fuchs 1993) . These authors feel 
that many state school finance systems will need to be 
revised for inclusion. 
There are other unresolved issues that must be 
addressed. For example, how superior to placement in 
regular education must a segregated program be for it to be 
justified? In Greer v. Rome City School District (1992) , 
the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals indicated that if the 
child would likely fall behind in the integrated setting and 
make significantly more progress in a special class, then 
inclusion would not be required. Also, if inclusion means 
that children must be instructed in regular class with their 
age peers, there are special problems at the secondary level 
where students change classes each hour and the standardized 
core curriculum is in effect. In Oberti v. Board of Educa¬ 
tion (1992) , the Third Circuit Court of Appeals noted that 
inclusion in regular academic classes may become less appro¬ 
priate in higher grades for children with cognitive impair¬ 
ments. The Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals also stated in 
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Daniel R. R. (1989) that inclusion would not be appropriate 
if the curriculum must be modified beyond recognition. 
However, for some severely disabled students, substantial 
modifications would be required for them to be instructed 
with their age peers. 
Those who advocate full inclusion believe that even 
the lowest functioning 1 percent must be included in chrono¬ 
logically age-appropriate regular education classrooms in 
their home schools (Brown et al. 1989b, Forrest 1988, 
Lindley 1990). Gurry and BIPPS Staff (1988, 12) contended: 
The least restrictive environment for a student with 
a severe handicap is the same educational environ¬ 
ment which is offered to all students and includes 
access to all opportunities to succeed and fail as 
are provided for all students in our public schools. 
The Association for Persons with Severe Handicaps 
(TASH), a national advocacy organization which focuses on 
the needs of those who have been least served, has issued 
the following resolutions regarding the inclusion of all 
students (Lindley 1990, 12): 
Education is for all students; not "regular" educa¬ 
tion and "special" education as separate entities. 
Schools must provide the necessary support for 
students and for teachers, so separate classrooms 
can be a thing of the past. 
Those who support the inclusion of special education 
within regular education advocate that we dissolve the pres¬ 
ent dual system of education and replace it by a unitary 
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system which, if carefully designed, supported, and imple¬ 
mented, would result in more effective and appropriate 
education for all students. 
The practice of providing totally inclusive schools 
to meet the needs of all learners is one of the emerging 
service delivery options gaining widespread support in 
Canada and in the United States (Rude and Anderson 1992, 
Stainback and Stainback 1984, Will 1986). Although many 
elementary schools have taken the initiative and established 
successful models of full inclusion, secondary schools, in 
part because the historical-structural characteristics of 
these organizations, embody different and more complex 
problems in meeting the demands of inclusive educational 
practices. Previous methods of educating students with 
disabilities necessitated little in the way of structural 
change. These students were either placed in separate 
classrooms within the school or in separate schools estab¬ 
lished to address their specific needs (Gartner and Lipskey 
1987; Scheerenberger 1987). However, early efforts to 
incorporate all students in the regular classroom clearly 
demonstrate that this cannot be accomplished successfully 
simply by physically mixing them together (Scheerenberger 
1987; Stainback, Stainback, and Jaben 1981). To date, few 
examples exist in the literature which address administra¬ 
tive roles and strategies designed to support teachers in 
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their efforts to meaningfully include all students in their 
classrooms (Bowd 1991) . 
Inclusion, or full integration of students with 
disabilities, exceeds the mainstreaming model. The term is 
used to refer to the commitment to educate each child, to 
the maximum extent appropriate, in the school and classroom 
he or she would otherwise attend. It involves bringing the 
support services to the child rather than moving the child 
to the services and requires that the child benefit from 
being in the class rather than having to learn at a pace 
with other students (Rogers 1993) . 
Craig and Haggart (1993) stated that inclusion does 
not assume that students can or should be arranged along a 
normal curve; rather, the assumption is that the hetero¬ 
geneity which exists among learners is a good trait. It 
contributes to the development of school communities where 
people rely on one another's strengths. Models of develop¬ 
ment based on typically acquired milestones are thought to 
be inadequate for students with different developmental 
expectancies. For them, a functional curriculum which 
stresses personal independence and autonomy assumes its 
rightful place in educational programming. 
Stainback and Stainback (1994) felt that, in order 
to develop a positive self-identity, young people needed 
opportunities to exercise and express choices about friend¬ 
ships and group affiliations. To allow this choice, the 
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mainstream of the schools and community must be flexible, 
adaptive, and sensitive to the unique needs of all its 
members. Purposeful access can introduce these qualities 
into the mainstream by allowing each individual an oppor¬ 
tunity to develop a positive sense of identity. School can 
become a place where purposeful access groups are facili¬ 
tated and where each student is given the opportunity to 
develop positive feelings about the unique qualities he or 
she brings to the educational community. After all, the 
goal of inclusion is not to erase differences but to enable 
all students to belong within an educational community that 
validates and values their individuality. 
As inclusion continues to be a hotly debated issue, 
it is critical that the voices of students be heard. One 
way of ensuring that students have a voice is to provide 
them with opportunities to meet together, form friendships 
among themselves, generate allies across groups, and learn 
to take charge of their education and their lives. 
Craig and Haggart (1993) stated that educating all 
students in the typical school environment with their age- 
appropriate peers eliminates the problem of students getting 
locked into special programs with no way out. Because all 
students automatically belong in the regular school program, 
students are not expected to demonstrate certain skills in 
order to prove that they are ready to participate in that 
environment. Passing exit criteria to move from the special 
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programs into the regular programs is no longer a barrier 
which permanently restricts certain students. 
In inclusive schools, the line between the teachers 
who work with the typical students and those working with 
special students is no longer clearly drawn. Students with 
disabilities participate in the same school activities with 
the same school staff as their peers. 
With inclusion, students with disabilities are part 
of the regular classroom, led by the regular classroom 
teacher. Their academic programs are provided in this 
setting, with support to the level necessary by the special 
education teacher, an integrating aide, therapists, or other 
specialists. They take part in both the formal and informal 
social activities throughout the day. Through interaction 
with students their own age, they assimilate the interests 
and mannerisms of their peers. They may lose many of the 
stereotypic behaviors often associated with disabling 
condition (Viadero 1992). Inclusive education guarantees 
diversity. It allows the dominant and subdominant groups to 
fulfill their complementary roles. Willie (1983, 266-267) 
noted : 
A diversified social structure of both dominants and 
subdominants is something of value because it guar¬ 
antees a full range of social concerns. Also inter¬ 
action of individuals of these two [groups] ... is 
a way of insuring that the social organization (the 
school in this case) will deal with universal and 
particular issues. 
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Dominants and subdominants have roles which are complemen¬ 
tary, "with one group doing for the other what the other 
cannot do for itself" (Willie 1988, 41). Whereas the domin¬ 
ants should have compassion, the subdominants should show 
generosity and be magnanimous; the dominants should be 
repentant, while the subdominants should be forgiving. 
In their complementary role, the subdominant special 
education students should have the courage to face a new 
situation. The motivation toward this end is usually great. 
With inclusion, the special education students will be 
spared the stigma of separate education and "have the unique 
potential to promote and develop long-standing friendships 
with peers without disabilities" (McDonnel, McDonnel, 
Hardman, and McCune 1991, 35). 
Inclusion of students with disabilities also offers 
advantages to the typical students in school. Learning at 
an early age that people are different helps students become 
more sensitive to and accepting of individual differences. 
They learn that every individual can contribute something of 
value to others (Craig and Haggart 1993) . 
Cheek and Lindsey (1986) listed major responsibil¬ 
ities which principals should exercise in their schools. 
Among these roles are: 
1. Principals' interpersonal relationship respon¬ 
sibilities which includes the principal as a 
leader, figurehead, and liaison; 
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2. The principals' information processing roles 
(e.g., monitor, disseminator, and spokesperson); 
and 
3. Principals' decision making responsibilities 
(e.g., change agent, disturbance handler, 
resource allocator and evaluator. 
Preliminary research suggests that Public Law 94-142 
does not address specific responsibilities for principals as 
they relate to special education (Lietz and Towle 1978) . 
For some time now, the role of the principal has varied 
between and within school districts. Ovard (1966) suggested 
that principals must become cognizant of the history of 
American education as well as the objectives of American 
education in order to operate as heads of their schools. 
Bonds and Lindsey (1982) emphasized that principals 
must exercise their role as a leader, and teachers must 
support principals in their roles. Noting that principals 
are spokespersons for their school, they also suggest that 
principals must be allowed to promote programs for special 
education as well as for regular education. 
Mclnerney and Swenson (1988) felt that administra¬ 
tors should broaden their involvement in the instructional 
program to include special education. The researchers felt 
that this could be utilized through participation in what is 
called a multidisciplinary assessment team. This team is 
made up of regular and special education teachers, along 
with other support personnel. Principals can establish a 
procedure to make sure that this multidisciplinary team is 
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utilized to help the schools become more responsible to all 
students, including special education students. 
Trider and Leithwood (1988) reported that a limited 
amount of research has been conducted on the factors influ¬ 
encing a principal's behavior. However, they felt that a 
principal's professional experiences, beliefs, and values 
to a great extent determine what principals do. Their 
study, which was conducted to aid others in understanding 
what principals do, also suggested that (1) educational 
experiences, (2) beliefs about what is appropriate for 
students, and (3) knowledge of special education are factors 
that influence the policy implementation activities of 
principals. 
O'Reilly and Squires (1985) reported a survey of 200 
principals on two instruments, the Attitude Toward Disabled 
Persons Scale and the Perceived Problems Opinion Scale. The 
purpose of the research was to determine the relationship 
between principals' attitudes toward exceptional persons and 
their perception of problems they might encounter imple¬ 
menting Public Law 94-142. The researchers concluded that 
if the principal's attitude was positive, he or she would 
not perceive as many problems implementing the law. 
Other research studies emphasized the importance of 
principals' attitudes toward special education students. 
Leibfried (1984) stated that the demands of Public Law 
94-142 have not fostered positive attitudes toward special 
58 
education in some administrators. The first step in becom¬ 
ing an advocate of special education is to emphasize posi¬ 
tive attitudes. 
Research continues to support the premise that 
principals' roles are numerous as well as diverse as they 
pertain to special education. An administrator's success 
depends very strongly upon the effectiveness of his or her 
management style. 
The principal's management style and its effects on 
teachers' attitudes toward inclusion and certain demographic 
variables were the subject of a study by Kraft (1983) . 
Results showed that a significant relationship existed 
between teachers' perceptions of their school's organiza¬ 
tional climate and attitude toward inclusion, especially at 
the elementary level. Kraft asserted that teacher parti¬ 
cipation had a positive effect on the teacher's attitude 
toward inclusion. 
The success of the inclusion program will depend 
upon the administrator, the climate of the organization, 
and the style of leadership that is implemented. 
Several studies examined the processes by which 
principals acquired their knowledge about special education. 
Among the most frequently cited were faculty meetings 
planned by teachers and administrators, inservice training 
by outside consultants, and workshops (O'Reilly 1985). 
Davis (1980, 89) suggested: 
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1. Principals typically had received extremely 
little exposure to special education issues 
during their university training; 
2. Principals considered formal training in special 
education for principals to be important; and 
3. Principals view their time involvement with 
special education issues to be considerably 
increased as a result of recent legislation. 
Valesky and Hirth (1992) felt that regular education 
administrators must possess a knowledge of special education 
to effectively implement Public Law 94-142 and to experiment 
with and accomplish many of the proposed objectives of the 
regular education initiative. To determine the existing 
knowledge base of school administrators in special educa¬ 
tion/ they completed a state survey. Their findings were as 
follows: 
1. Principals' knowledge of special education law 
is in need of improvement; 
2. Principals fail to take full responsibility as 
instructional leaders for their schools' special 
education programs; 
3. Principals knew more about procedural safeguards 
than the provision of educational services; and 
4. Principals' knowledge of special education law 
is not sufficient to ensure that mistakes in 
implementation of procedural safeguards and/or 
the provision of educational services will not 
occur (136) . 
Designing a system of education in which children 
with quite diverse, heterogeneous needs are educated in the 
same classrooms and that requires a merger of special and 
general education resources is a current topic of great 
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debate, referred to as the regular education initiative 
(REI). Proponents of REI claim that a merged system in 
which individualized adaptations and supports are made 
available to all children in general education settings will 
better meet the needs of all children (Gartner and Lipsky 
1987; Lilly 1988; Reynolds, Wang, and Walberg 1987; 
Stainback and Stainback 1984; Stainback, Stainback, and 
Forrest 1989; Will 1986) . The opponents of RIE are con¬ 
cerned that a merger of the systems could do harm, particu¬ 
larly to those children who currently lack adequate support 
services, and that there is inadequate research base to 
advocate such a drastic change in systems design (Kaufman, 
Gerber, and Semmel 1988; Lieberman 1985; Messinger 1985; 
Vergason and Anderegg 1989). 
Initially, the focus of the REI debate related to 
children with mild disabilities. However, the questions and 
concerns posed in the REI discussion are generally of direct 
relevance to learners (Zeph 1988). For these students, 
rationales for merger have been based on the need to learn 
in natural environments in which age-appropriate models of 
behavior and in which functional demands for performance are 
operative and on the need for children with severe disabil¬ 
ities and their peers to learn about each other and develop 
positive interdependence necessary to be part of the same 
community. 
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Increasingly F children with severe disabilities 
attend home/neighborhood schools and general education 
classes with same-age peers who do not have labels (Biklen 
1985, Ford and Davern 1989, Giangreco and Meyer 1988, 
Stainback and Stainback 1984, Thousand et al. 1986). There 
are numerous reports that benefits can be realized by 
children with severe disabilities and by their peers without 
disabilities who are afforded the opportunity to grow up and 
learn together and even become friends (Elias 1986; Forest 
1986; Hanline and Halvorsen 1989; Strully and Strully 1985; 
Vandercook, York, and Forest 1989). Because inclusion of 
students with severe disabilities in general education 
classes is a relatively recent phenomenon, however, very 
little empirical data have been systematically collected and 
analyzed about the outcomes and about strategies for making 
it work (York et al. 1992). 
Historically, the demands of consumer groups have 
been extremely influential and resulted in a number of 
policies that affect school practices. These policies have 
included racial desegregation of schools (Brown v. Board of 
Education of Topeka 1954) , the teaching of black English 
(Martin Luther King, Jr. Elementary School Children v. Ann 
Arbor School District 1978) , and the Education of All Handi¬ 
capped Children Act (P.L. 94-142). Mandates from consumer 
groups, legislators, or courts do not always result in 
educational change, however. Rather, change is often due 
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to the ability of leaders to systematically plan for and 
implement systems change strategies (McDonnell and Hardeman 
1989). 
Policies that affect schools serve as a catalyst for 
change. However, policy statements alone do little to 
structure the process of change—to move schools from goal 
statement to goal attainment. Part of this failure lies 
in the difficulty of operationalizing broad educational 
policies such as least restrictive environment, related 
services, free and approproiate public education, or main- 
streaming (Brinker and Thorpe 1985). Since the passage of 
Public Law 94-142 in 1975, increasing numbers of students 
with mild to moderate disabilities have been included with 
their age peers without disabilities. Some have charged 
that students with severe disabilities, however, remain the 
most segregated group in American public schools (Danielson 
and Bellamy 1989, McDonnell and Hardman 1989). There is a 
growing philosophical, legal, and empirical support for the 
inclusion of these students in general education settings. 
Philosophical support can be found in the principle 
of normalization (Wolfensberger 1972), the zero-reject 
policy, and the concept of partial participation (Baumgart 
et al. 1989). These concepts hold that persons with dis¬ 
abilities may access even if they cannot perform all of the 
same skills. 
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Legal support for inclusion of students with severe 
disabilities can be found in Brown v. Board of Education of 
Topeka (1954) , Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973, and Daniel v. Board of Education (1989). The effect 
of this legislation is that schools must provide free and 
appropriate educational services for students with disabil¬ 
ities. Whenever possible, students with disabilities must 
be enabled to participate in the same general educational 
settings as students without disabilities. 
Adequate funding allows school districts to secure 
those resources to implement a free and appropriate educa¬ 
tion. Whether or not inclusive education is cost-effective 
is still a debated question. A prevailing argument for 
the continuance of segregated schools has been the cost- 
effectiveness of providing services in segregated settings 
(McDonnell 1987). However, in some states (e.g., Utah, 
Wisconsin) some school officials have concluded that it is 
more cost-effective to serve students with severe disabil¬ 
ities in their neighborhood schools than in separate, segre¬ 
gated settings (Kerzner, Lipsky, and Gartner 1989; McDonnell 
1987) . 
Many schools are experiencing shortages and having 
economic difficulties in providing the many related services 
required for a free and appropriate education. Shortages 
and difficulties have been noted in providing audiology and 
speech-language services (London 1986, Sarachan-Deily 1986), 
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occupational therapy, physical therapy and other health- 
related services (Effgin 1988, U.S. Department of Education 
1989) , vocational education (Mori 1983) , and psychological 
services (Fagan 1988). In addition, personnel in rural 
settings often find it difficult to provide adequate trans¬ 
portation and recreational services for students who experi¬ 
ence severe disabilities (Hamre-Nietupski 1982) . 
Education policymakers at all levels (i.e., federal, 
state, and local) will face numerous challenges during the 
1990s as they attempt to meet the needs of a changing popu¬ 
lation of students with special and complex needs within a 
system of declining fiscal resources. Efforts to reform and 
restructure the delivery of services must be supported by 
appropriate changes in state and local resource allocation 
policies. This will require decisions as to how students 
should be counted as eligible for services, the type and 
intensity of services to be provided, the training of per¬ 
sonnel and allocations for staff resources, the coordination 
of current categorical programs to maximize resources, the 
measurement of student performance outcomes, and the cost- 
benefits of system changes. States must also consider the 
mix of state and local resources that will be required, the 
equity of various funding policies, and the need to adjust 
state funding mechanisms and program requirements to meet 
the needs of a changing system. 
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The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1991, 
Title III (26-27) states: 
A nursery, elementary, secondary, undergraduate, or 
postgraduate private school, or other place of 
education including an auditorium, facilities for 
serving food and beverages, places providing public 
transportation, a gymnasium or place of exercise or 
recreation must accommodate individuals with a dis¬ 
ability but does not include an individual who is 
currently illegally using drugs. 
The ADA definition of facility is inclusive of 
all or any portion of buildings, structures, sites, 
complexes, equipment, rolling stock or other convey¬ 
ances, roads, walks, passages, parking lots, or 
other real or personal property, including the site 
where the building, property, structure or equipment 
is located (Title II, 24-25). 
However, the document also states that this law 
does not require a public entity to provide to indi¬ 
viduals with disabilities personal devices, such as 
wheelchairs; individually prescribed devices, such 
as prescription eyeglasses or hearing aids; readers 
for personal use or study; or services of a personal 
nature including aassistance in eating, toileting, 
or dressing (Title II, 53). 
Furthermore, 
School systems are required use by disabled stu¬ 
dents. Locked doors, inappropriately placed furni¬ 
ture, filing cabinets, or plants can illegally 
obstruct accessibility by the disabled (Title II, 
51) . 
Increasing attention appears to be focused on the 
messages and emotional perceptions among users of physical 
environments. In a study of photographs of interior public 
reception spaces, Ornstein (1992) indicated that respondents 
(students and executives) evaluated spaces more favorably if 
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consideration for the user (ease of interaction) was evi¬ 
denced in the physical layout. This evidence corroborates 
findings of Bloom, Weigel, and Trautt (1977) , Campbell 
(1979) , Morrow and McElroy (1981) , and Ornstein (1986) in 
that 
aspects of the physical environment such as arrange¬ 
ments of furnishings and selection of artwork and 
plants influenced individuals' impressions and that 
physical aspects of the organizational environment 
convey messages about life in organizational set¬ 
tings (Ornstein 1992, 103). 
If administrators and/or instructors wish to convey 
messages of consideration/ease of communication and control/ 
structure to inclusion students, parents, personnel, and 
other constituencies, then spatial layout is one important 
variable to utilize to foster desired outcomes among percep¬ 
tions by users. 
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 
1990 (IDEA) and its legislative predecessor, the Educational 
of All Handicapped Children Act (EHA), strongly encourage 
schools to provide appropriate education for students with 
disabilities in the least restrictive environment. For most 
students with disabilities, this is the general education 
classroom. IDEA'S basic tenets recognize the importance of 
educating these students in normalized general education 
classrooms with nondisabled peers. Mainstream participation 
helps these students develop critical academic and social 
skills needed for independent and productive adulthood. 
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Since EHA was enacted in 1975, most special educa¬ 
tion services have been provided through pull-out programs 
(e.g., resource rooms). In these arrangements students with 
disabilities are assigned to general education classes for 
most of the school day. They leave these classrooms for 
one or more instructional periods each day to receive 
specialized academic, social, and compensatory instruction. 
Tutoring is also provided to facilitate content mastery, 
assignment completion, and test performance. Unfortunately, 
emerging efficacy data suggest that pull-out programs may 
not be an effective service delivery approach (Stainback and 
Stainback 1989, 1990). Poor linkage between general educa¬ 
tion classrooms and pull-out programs limit the success 
students with disabilities have in developing critical 
skills and behaviors in resource settings that are needed 
for mainstream success (Reynolds, Wang, and Walberg 1987; 
Stainback and Stainback 1989, 1990) . 
Improvement in the quality of instruction will not 
be achieved by delegating the total responsibility to 
teachers. Teachers clearly share the responsibility, but it 
belongs to the profession as a whole. Researchers, teacher 
educators, administrators, support personnel, and policy 
makers must assume this responsibility collectively. That 
means redirecting research priorities of funding agencies, 
influencing the interests of those who perform research and 
train researchers, establishing systematic ways for teachers 
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to communicate to researchers the problems they encounter in 
teaching, and encouraging those who advocate for particular 
philosophical approaches to first consider their impact on 
learning. It is also important to communicate these con¬ 
cerns to publishers of instructional resources. 
Summary 
The literature review was centered around three 
broad topics that related to implementing the inclusion 
process. Topics reviewed were as follows: the historical 
background, the role of the courts and the rights of handi¬ 




It was not until the late 1960s that the concept of 
a fair and equitable education for all was not inclusive of 
all children with special needs and handicapping conditions. 
The right to a free, appropriate, and equal education for 
disabled individuals was initiated by special interest 
groups, parents of children with disabilities, and the 
government through litigation. 
Hales and Carson (1992) suggested that over the next 
twenty years a drain on available resources will occur due 
to the expansion of the type, quantity, and variety of 
related services provided to students with disabilities. 
This expansion will be accompanied by increased ambiguity 
among medical related services and instructional services, 
and critical shortages of special education personnel at all 
levels. They predict that paraprofessionals will have an 
increasingly more important role in service delivery and 
direct instruction, and that regular educators will assume a 
larger role in the provision of services to students with 
disabilities, particularly students with mild disabilities, 
as special education becomes a support to regular education 
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programs and personnel. This is consistent with the current 
trend toward inclusion—schools and classrooms that more 
fully integrate students with disabilities into the regular 
education system. 
The inclusion movement is requiring states and 
school districts to seriously reconsider the current opera¬ 
tion and governance of the education system. Curriculum and 
instructional practices, teacher and principal roles, and 
allocation of resources are all elements of the system that 
will be affected by the creation of more inclusive educa¬ 
tional settings. A small body of emerging research indi¬ 
cates that students served in more inclusive settings are 
achieving similar or better academic results than when they 
were in more restrictive settings (Affleck 1988; Anthony and 
Strathie 1983; Franklin and Sparkman 1978; Wang and Baker 
1985, 1986)i In contrast, Viadero (1993) noted that inclu¬ 
sion could lead to a reduction of services for children who 
need help the most, and it may be seized by school adminis¬ 
trators and policy makers as a way to stretch scarce educa¬ 
tion dollars. 
The purpose of this study is to identify those 
factors that affect the implementation of including students 
who have been identified as having special needs into regu¬ 
lar education programs for educational purposes. The vari¬ 
ables are shown in figure 1. 
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RELATIONSHIP AMONG THE VARIABLES 
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
Fig. 1. Relationship among the variables 
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Definition of Variables 
Dependent Variable 
The dependent variable in this study is inclusion. 
Inclusion was defined by Rogers (1993) as a term used to 
educate each child to the maximum extent appropriate in the 
school and classroom he or she would otherwise attend. It 
involves bringing the support services to the child rather 
than moving the child to the services and requires that the 
child benefit from being in the class rather than having to 
learn at a pace with other students. 
Independent Variables 
There are eight independent variables in this study. 
They are: 
Legislation: This is defined as the making of laws 
that give accrued rights to children and adults with 
disabilities. 
Funding; This is defined as monies allocated by the 
federal government and local school districts for the 
expressed purpose of educating children with disabilities. 
Facilities : This is defined as a physical plant 
that is set aside for the sole purpose of educating 
children. 
Curriculum: This is defined as all of the studies 
that are taught in a school as well as cultural and extra¬ 
curricular activities. 
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Regular education; This is defined as classes where 
the core curriculum is taught at age and grade level. 
Regular education student; This is defined as a 
student who is not mandated by law to have an individualized 
education program in the least restrictive environment. 
Type of handicap: This is defined as the handicap 
being a physical, mental, or emotional handicap. 
Severity of handicap: This is defined as being 
mild, moderate, or profound as it relates to degrees of a 
particular physical, mental, or emotional handicap. 
Moderator Variables 
Moderator variables in this study were the demo¬ 
graphic variables of respondents' (1) age, (2) gender, 
(3) highest degree held, (4) total years of experience, and 
(5) current position. 
Definition of Terms 
Least restrictive environment; Refers to the legal 
principle that students with disabilities are to be educated 
as close as possible to the regular education environment. 
Mainstreaming: An educational term that refers to 
the practice of placing students who have been identified as 
having mild disabilities in regular education classes with 
appropriate instructional support. 
Regular Education Initiative (REI): A movement to 
merge general and special education into a unified system of 
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instruction. The essence of the regular education initia¬ 
tive is the shared responsibility for students with disabil¬ 
ities by special education and regular education personnel. 
Factor ; As used in this research study, the term 
factor refers to any element, circumstance, or influence 
that contributes to the production of a result that is 
listed on the Special Education Summary of Factors that 
Prohibit Full Inclusion. 
Self-contained classroom; Refers to a delivery 
model in which students are grouped for instruction who have 
been identified as having severe academic, medical, or 
behavioral problems and are in need of a structured academic 
environment for a greater portion of the school day. 
Regular education classroom: A classroom where 
students are placed for academic instruction who have not 
been identified as needing any of the special education 
services that are mandated by P.L. 94-142. 
Null Hypotheses 
The following null hypotheses were developed for 
this study: 
Hypothesis 1. There is no significant relationship 
between legislation and implementing inclusion. 
Hypothesis 2. There is no significant relationship 
between funding and implementing inclusion 
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Hypothesis 3. There is no significant relationship 
between facilities and implementing inclusion. 
Hypothesis 4. There is no significant relationship 
between curriculum and implementing inclusion. 
Hypothesis 5. There is no significant relationship 
between regular education and implementing inclusion. 
Hypothesis 6. There is no significant relationship 
between regular education students and implementing inclu¬ 
sion . 
Hypothesis 7. There is no significant relationship 
between the type of handicap and implementing inclusion. 
Hypothesis 8. There is no significant relationship 
between the severity of the handicap and implementing inclu¬ 
sion . 
Hypothesis 9; There is no significant difference 
in implementing inclusion as perceived by administrators and 
teachers in terms of their (a) age, (b) gender, (c) highest 
degree held, (d) total years of experience, and (e) current 
position. 
Limitations of the Study 
1. This study was limited by a questionnaire to 
judge the significance of a variable as it relates to imple¬ 
menting inclusion. 
2. The sample used in this study was the result of 
one urban school system. 
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3. Data were based on the perceptions of principals 
and teachers who responded to the Factors That Affect Imple¬ 
mentation of the Inclusion Process Survey. 
Summary 
The assumption in this study was that there are 
certain factors that educational administrators should 
consider when making decisions about educational programming 
as it relates to inclusion of students with disabilities. 
This chapter has provided the theoretical framework as the 
basis for this research. The definitions of the variables 
and of specific terms were given, and the null hypotheses 
were stated. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to determine the per¬ 
ceptions of administrators and teachers of specific factors 
that may impede the full inclusion of special education 
students into regular education classes for instructional 
and social purposes. 
The research procedures utilized in this study are 
presented in this chapter. Specifically, this chapter 
addresses: (1) type of study and research design; (2) a 
description of the setting; (3) population sampling proce¬ 
dures; (4) instrumentation, including the data collection 
procedures and statistical analysis; and (5) working with 
human subjects. The chapter concludes with a summary. 
Type of Study and Research Design 
The research design for this study was the descrip¬ 
tive research survey method. This method of research was 
chosen because it allows one to examine present conditions 
and describe systematically a situation of interest factu¬ 
ally and accurately. 
This descriptive study incorporated use of the 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, Version X 
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(SPSS-X). This package was selected for data computations 
because it is an integrated system of computer programs for 
the analysis of social science and educational data. SPSS-X 
allows a great deal of flexibility in the format of data. 
It also provides the user with a comprehensive set of 
procedures for data transformation and file manipulation, 
and it offers the researcher a large number of statistical 
routines commonly used in the social sciences and education. 
The specific statistical tools employed were the 
Pearson Product-Moment Coefficient of Correlation (Pearson 
r.) and Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) . The null hypotheses 
were tested at the .05 level of significance because this 
level is most commonly used in the field of education and 
social sciences. Significance less than .05 indicates that 
the probability due to chance is less than 5 percent. This 
predetermined level of probability was the criterion for 
accepting or rejecting the null hypotheses. 
Description of the Setting 
This study was conducted in a large urban school 
system in Georgia. Its 97 schools are divided into three 
administrative divisions, elementary, middle, and secondary, 
each supervised by an executive director. Division offices 
maintain a staff of resource personnel who help the school 
system deliver effective instruction and guidance. The 
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system also operates one evening school; the evening school 
program leads to a diploma. 
The Program for Exceptional Chlidren serves students 
who have been identified as needing special help. Classes 
serving students with special needs are located in all 70 
elementary, 15 middle, and 11 secondary schools. 
The school district is comprised of approximately 
60,000 students, 97 percent of which are of African American 
descent. The faculty and staff are predominantly female and 
are approximately 85 percent African American. Only elemen¬ 
tary schools were involved in this study. 
Population and Sampling Procedures 
The population in this study consisted of 41 admin¬ 
istrators and 195 teachers chosen from 23 elementary schools 
in a large urban school system previously identified. The 
researcher secured personnel data information from the 
school system's 1993-94 and 1995-96 personnel directories. 
The rationale for using two different personnel directories 
was the way in which the personnel information was listed. 
In the 1993-94 directory, the addresses along with the 
telephone numbers and names were listed. The 1995-96 
personnel directory listed only employee names and employ¬ 
ment location; it did not list home telephone or work 
telephone numbers. The 1993-94 personnel directory was 
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cross-referenced with the 1995-96 directory to generate 
accurate information. 
The researcher selected every third elementary 
school from the 1995-96 personnel directory of 70 elementary 
schools; thus, 23 schools were randomly selected. From the 
23 schools, 350 names, addresses, and telephone numbers of 
teachers and administrators were selected. After the names, 
addresses, and telephone numbers had been secured from the 
personnel directories, 350 telephone calls were made over 
a period of two weeks. There were 50 people that the 
researcher was unable to contact. Three hundred subjects 
were contacted. Each subject contacted was given the 
rationale for the study and asked to participate. Upon 
acceptance, the researcher assured each respondent verbally 
that individual anonymity would be preserved in this study. 
Instrumentation and Data Analysis 
This study used an instrument designed by the 
researcher. In designing this instrument, the researcher 
was guided by some basic steps suggested by Gall, Borg, and 
Gall (1996). These steps are: (1) defining the research 
objectives, (2) selecting a sample, (3) designing the ques¬ 
tionnaire format, (4) pretesting the questionnaire, (5) 
precontacting the sample, (6) writing a cover letter and 
distributing the questionnaire, (7) following up with nonre¬ 
spondents, and (8) analyzing the questionnaire data. 
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Step 1: Defining Research Objectives 
The survey of the perceptions of factors that affect 
implementation of full inclusion instrument is divided into 
two sections. Section I addresses demographic data, while 
Section II addresses inclusion in the respondent's school. 
It is designed to assess the perceptions of teachers and 
administrators as related to implementing inclusion in 
these areas: (1) legislation, (2) funding, (3) facilities, 
(4) curriculum, (5) regular education, (6) regular education 
students, (7) type of handicap, and (8) severity of handi¬ 
cap. These items were designed to measure each of the con¬ 
tent categories above, but together they measure the extent 
to which they relate to implementing full inclusion in the 
school. 
Step 2: Selection of a Sample 
The population for which this instrument was 
designed is germane to any configuration of school levels, 
whether elementary, middle, or secondary. The demographic 
information on the instrument is applicable at all levels, 
and the section on inclusion does not have to specify a 
level. The instrument is also designed to measure the 
perceptions of administrators and teachers on inclusion. 
Step 3: Designing the Questionnaire Format 
The researcher followed the guidelines suggested by 
Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996, 294). The researcher used a 
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Likert-type scale which typically asked for the extent of 
agreement with an attitude. This type of scale was chosen 
because the respondents responded to closed-form questions 
requiring a response to one of four possible choices: 
Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, and Strongly disagree. 
Also, the researcher felt that this response mode was simple 
and easy to score. 
The researcher was able to find several instruments 
about attitudes regarding inclusion. However, there were no 
instruments found that would measure the specified variables 
that were a part of this research. 
A pool of 144 test items was generated for this 
study. These items were written so that there were three to 
four test items designed to measure each variable in the 
study. The items were then scrutinized by a panel of 
experts to ensure that technical terms, jargon, or complex 
terms that the respondents may not understand were elimin¬ 
ated. Test items were organized so that they were easy to 
read and complete. Clear, concise instructions were 
evident. Questions were organized in a sequence, and 
test items were stated as briefly as possible. Using 
items that could be considered double barreled was avoided, 
and an attractive questionnaire for distribution was 
designed. 
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Step 4; Pretesting the Questionnaire 
After a thorough examination of the instrument by 
the members of the researcher's doctoral committee, the 
researcher requested that the instrument be examined by an 
expert panel to establish face validity. This panel con¬ 
sisted of members of the department of research and evalua¬ 
tion for the county school system in which this study was 
conducted. This process led to the deletion, editing, and 
revision of some items as well as ensured that there existed 
no ambiguity within the test items. 
The instrument was then field tested outside of the 
system in which the study was conducted. The subjects in 
the piloting of the instrument were 13 administrators and 82 
teachers in a staff development class. This population was 
similar in demographics to the population to be surveyed. 
The reliability of the instrument was obtained by conducting 
an item analysis in order to determine the reliability for 
each questionnaire item. 
Step 5: Precontacting the Sample 
The respondents in this research were precontacted 
by telephone before a questionnaire was mailed to them. 
They were contacted by using the personnel data that had 
been generated from the school system's personnel direc¬ 
tories. The rationale for using this strategy was to iden¬ 
tify the researcher, discuss the purpose of the study, and 
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request cooperation for participation. Also, this precon¬ 
tact was made to alert the respondents to the arrival of the 
questionnaire, thus increasing the chance that it would be 
returned in a timely manner. 
Step 6: Preparing a Cover Letter 
The cover letter was brief and gave the rationale 
for conducting the research. Each respondent was assured 
that individual anonymity would be preserved. In addition, 
the letter contained a request that the questionnaire be 
returned by a particular date. This date was set so that 
respondents would have sufficient time to fill out and 
return the questionnaire without rushing or inconvenience. 
Included with the cover letter and the questionnaire was a 
stamped, self-addressed envelope so that the responses could 
be returned with a minimum of inconvenience. 
Step 7î Following Dp with Nonrespondents 
A cover letter and questionnaire were mailed to each 
respondent (see appendices A and B). By the first cut-off 
date of January 20, 1997, 159 questionnaires or 53 percent 
had been returned. Respondents failing to meet the first 
cut-off date were telephoned and given an additional week to 
respond. As a result of the telephone contact, 77 more 
questionnaires had been received by the second cut-off date 
of February 10, 1997. By this time, 79 percent of the 
questionnaires had been received. The 64 respondents or 21 
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percent of the population who failed to respond to the final 
request were excluded from the study. 
Step 8: Analyzing Questionnaire Data 
Following the collection of data, the responses on 
the questionnaire were statistically analyzed using the 
SPSS-X computer programs. The Cross-Tabulation program from 
the SPSS-X was used for scoring and computing data. Cross¬ 
tabulation is basically a joint frequency distribution of 
cases according to two or more classificatory variables. 
These joint frequency distributions were statistically 
analyzed using the Pearson r. correlation, and the level of 
significance was set at .05. 
Working with Human Subjects 
The public school system in which this study was 
conducted has in its guidelines that permission must be 
sought and granted only if the instrument is distributed 
in its school system. This research was conducted using 
employees of the school system. Contact was made by 
telephone to each respondent seeking permission for parti¬ 
cipation. The instrument was disseminated through the D.S 
mail. 
The researcher guaranteed the respondents anonymity 
and confidentiality. Also, the respondents were assured 
that the data collected would only be used for the expressed 
purpose of conducting this research. 
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Description of the Instrument 
The instrument used in this study, A Survey of the 
Perceptions of Factors That Affect Implementation of Full 
Inclusion, was developed by the researcher. The instrument 
consisted of a two-part questionnaire of 47 items. Section 
I addressed questions that were demographic, while Section 
II addressed questions pertaining to inclusion. Each demo¬ 
graphic variable required a single response to be indicated 
by selecting from a prescribed response mode. There were 36 
items measuring perceptions of inclusion that were developed 
by the researcher and validated by a panel of experts. 
Table 1 shows a description of the items on the question¬ 
naire as they related to the variables under investigation. 
The response mode for questions on the inclusion 
section required the respondent to select the most appropri¬ 
ate answer based on his/her perception of inclusion. The 
response choices were "Strongly agree," "Agree," "Disagree," 
and "Strongly disagree." The Likert-type scale was assigned 
a numerical value ranging from 1 to 4, with the higher 
values of 3 and 4 representing a higher degree of disagree¬ 
ment with the inclusion statements and the lower ratings of 
1 and 2 representing agreement. 
Validity and Reliability of the Instrument 
According to Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996), validity 
is the degree to which a test measures what it purports to 
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Table 1.—Description of Items on the Questionnaire as 
Related to the Variables 
Variable Measurement Item No. 
Legislation Laws that give accrued rights 
to children with disabilities 
12-14 
Funding Monies allocated by local and 
state government to the local 
school districts for the 
expressed purpose of educating 
children with disabilities 
15-17 
Facilities A physical plant that is set 
aside for use to instruct 
children 
18-19 
Curriculum All of the courses that are 




Classes where the core 
curriculum is taught at age 





Students who are taught at age 




A handicapping condition being 
defined as physical, mental, 




A handicap being defined as 
mild, moderate, or severe as it 
relates to degrees of physical, 





Variables that might affect the 
dependent variable (age, gender, 




measure. They stated that there are four types of validity. 
Content validity is described as the degree to which the 
sample of test items represents the content that the test is 
designed to measure. Predictive validity is described as 
the degree to which the predictions made by a test are con¬ 
firmed by the later behavior of the subjects. Concurrent 
validity, according to Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996), is a 
second type of criterion-related validity. It is determined 
by relating the test scores of a group of subjects to a 
criterion measure administered at the same time as the 
standardized test. The final type of validity discussed 
by Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996) is construct validity. 
Construct validity is described as the extent to which a 
particular test can be shown to measure a hypothetical con¬ 
struct. Intelligence, anxiety, and creativity are said to 
be examples of hypothetical constructs because they are not 
directly observable. 
Reliability, as defined by Gall, Borg, and Gall 
(1996) , is the level of internal consistency of a measuring 
device over time. When two forms of a test are administered 
to the same sample of individuals, or when the same test is 
administered on two occasions, the same individuals will 
usually obtain different scores. These differences are in 
part attributable to errors in measurement. As such errors 
become larger, the reliability of the test becomes lower. 
89 
Summary 
This chapter summarizes the methodology used in this 
research. This descriptive research study examined specific 
variables that were perceived by administrators and teachers 
as factors that may impede implementation of inclusion in 
public schools. These variables included (1) legislation, 
(2) funding, (3) facilities, (4) curriculum, (5) regular 
education, (6) regular education students, (7) type of 
handicap, and (8) severity of handicap. 
Demographic data were analyzed using descriptive 
statistics. The relationships among the variables were 
analyzed using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and Pearson 
Product-Moment Coefficient of Correlation (Pearson r). 
CHAPTER V 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
This chapter presents the analysis of the statis¬ 
tical data collected from the questionnaires distributed to 
administrators and teachers randomly selected from twenty- 
four elementary schools in a large metropolitan city. The 
findings in this study are based upon the responses from the 
Perceptions of Administrators and Teachers of Factors That 
Prohibit Implementation of Inclusion Survey. 
The survey instrument requested responses on a four- 
point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 to 4, with higher 
values of 3 and 4 representing a higher degree of disagree¬ 
ment with the inclusion statements and the lower ratings 
of 1 and 2 showing agreement. In order to summarize the 
data, the responses on the survey instrument were assigned 
numerical values which were interpreted as follows: 1.00- 
1.50 = "Strongly agree," 1.51-2.50 = "Agree," 2.51-3.50 = 
"Disagree," and 3.51-4.00 = "Strongly disagree." 
The data obtained from the survey are presented in 
two sections. The first section presents demographics on 
respondents, while the second section analyzes results in 
terms of the research questions and hypotheses presented in 
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Chapters I and III. The summary statistics and the analysis 
of the research questions were performed by the procedures 
found in the computer programs of the Statistical Package 
for the Social Sciences, Version X (SPSS-X). Subprograms 
CONDESCRIPTIVE, FREQUENCIES, T-TEST, ONEWAY ANOVA, and 
CORRELATION were the procedures used. There were nine 
research questions examined: 
1. Is there a relationship between legislation and 
implementing inclusion? 
2. Is there a relationship between funding and 
implementing inclusion? 
3. Is there a relationship between facilities and 
implementing inclusion? 
4. Is there a relationship between curriculum and 
implementing inclusion? 
5. Is there a relationship between regular educa¬ 
tion and implementing inclusion? 
6. Is there a relationship between regular educa¬ 
tion students and implementing inclusion? 
7. Is there a relationship between the type of 
handicap and implementing inclusion? 
8. Is there a relationship between the severity of 
handicap and implementing inclusion? 
9. Is there a difference in implementing inclusion 
as perceived by administrators in terms of their (a) age, 
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(b) gender, (c) highest degree held, (d) total years of 
experience, and (e) curent position? 
10. Is there a difference in implementing inclusion 
as perceived by teachers in terms of their (a) age, (b) 
gender, (c) highest degree held, (d) total years of experi¬ 
ence, and (e) curent position? 
Demographic Data 
Demographic data shown in table 2 indicate that 6 
or 3 percent of the respondents were 25 years of age or 
younger; 73 or 30 percent of the respondents were between 
the ages of 26 and 35; 112 or 47 percent of the respondents 
were between the ages of 36 and 45; 32 or 13 percent of the 
respondents were between the ages of 46 and 55; and 13 or 5 
percent were above the age of 55. The majority of the 
respondents surveyed were between the ages of 36 and 45. 
Further analysis of the data in table 2 shows that 
the majority of the population were females, yielding a total 
of 186 or 79 percent, while male respondents comprised a total 
of 50 or 21 percent of the population. In terms of educa¬ 
tional attainment, 40 or 17 percent of the respondents were 
holders of bachelor's degrees; 143 or 60 percent held 
master's degrees; 51 or 21 percent held specialist degrees; 
and 2 or 0.8 percent held doctorate degrees. There were 41 
or 18 percent of the respondents who were currently employed 
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Table 2.—Demographic Data for Respondents (n = 236) 
Variable Frequency Percent* 
Age: 
25 or younger 6 3 
26-35 73 30 
36-45 112 47 
46-55 32 13 
56 and older 13 5 
Total: 236 100 
Gender: 
Male 50 21 
Female 186 79 
Total: 236 100 
Highest Degree Held: 
Bachelor's degree 40 17 
Master's degree 143 60 
Specialist degree 51 21 
Doctorate degree 2 1 
Total: 236 100 
Current Position: 
Administrator 41 18 
Classrom teacher 195 82 
Total: 236 100 
♦Note: Due to rounding, percentages may not total 100% 
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as administrators, while 195 or 82 percent were currently 
employed as classroom teachers (see table 2). 
The Relationships of the Independent 
and Dependent Variables 
This section explains the variables under investiga¬ 
tion as they related one to the other based on theory and 
literature which addressed perceptions of implementing 
inclusion in schools. The dependent variable under inves¬ 
tigation was inclusion. There were eight independent vari¬ 
ables in this study that related to administrators' and 
teachers' perceptions of implementing inclusion. These 
independent variables are (1) legislation, (2) funding, (3) 
facilities, (4) curriculum, (5) regular education, (6) regu¬ 
lar education students, (7) type of handicap, and (8) sever¬ 
ity of handicap. There were five moderator variables that 
were investigated to determine whether or not administra¬ 
tors' and teachers' perceptions of implementing inclusion 
were related to their (1) age, (2) gender, (3) highest 
degree held, (4) total years of experience, or (5) current 
position held. 
Hypothesis 1. There is no significant relationship 
between legislation and implementing inclusion. 
Items 12-14 on the survey instrument addressed this 
hypothesis. Table 3 shows the Pearson r. correlation between 
legislation and implementing inclusion. The correlation 
between legislation and implementing inclusion was .585 
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Table 3.—Correlation Between Legislation and Implementing 
Inclusion (n = 236) 
Correlates df r. Significance 
Legislation vs. 
Inclusion 234 .585* .000 
♦Significant at p < .05. 
with 234 degrees of freedom. The level of significance 
was .000, which was highly significant at the .05 level. 
Since a statistically significant relationship was found 
between legislation and implementing inclusion. Hypothesis 1 
is rejected. 
Hypothesis 2. There is no significant relationship 
between funding and implementing inclusion. 
Items 15-17 of the survey instrument addressed this 
hypothesis. The correlation between funding and implement¬ 
ing inclusion is presented in table 4. 
Table 4.—Correlation Between Funding and Implementing 
Inclusion (n = 236) 
Correlates df r. Significance 
Funding vs. 
Inclusion 234 .648* .000 
♦Significant at p < .05 
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Table 4 shows the results of testing Hypothesis 2. 
The Pearson correlation coefficient between funding and 
implementing inclusion is .648 with 234 degrees of freedom, 
which is significant beyond the .05 level. There is a 
significant relationship between funding and implementing 
inclusion. Hypothesis 2 is rejected. 
Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference 
between facilities and implementing inclusion. 
Items 18 and 19 of the survey instrument addressed 
this hypothesis. The correlation between facilities and 
implementing inclusion is presented in table 5. 
Table 5.—Correlation Between Facilities and Implementing 
Inclusion (n = 236) 
Correlates df r. Significance 
Facilities vs. 
Inclusion 234 .652* .000 
♦Significant at p < .05. 
Table 5 shows the results of testing Hypothesis 3. 
The Pearson r. correlation coefficient between facilities and 
implementing inclusion is .652 with 234 degrees of freedom. 
This relationship is highly significant. Hypothesis 3 is 
rejected. 
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Hypothesis 4î There is no significant difference 
between curriculum and implementing inclusion. 
Items 20-23 of the survey instrument addressed this 
hypothesis. The correlation between curriculum and imple¬ 
menting inclusion is presented in table 6. 
Table 6.—Correlation Between Curriculum and Implementing 
Inclusion (n = 236) 
Correlates df r. Significance 
Curriculum vs. 
Inclusion 234 .566* .000 
♦Significant at £ < .05. 
Table 6 shows the results of testing Hypothesis 4. 
The Pearson correlation coefficient between curriculum and 
implementing inclusion is .566 with 234 degrees of freedom. 
Since there is a highly significant relationship between 
curriculum and implementing inclusion, Hypothesis 4 is 
rejected. 
Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference 
between regular education and implementing inclusion. 
Items 24-27 of the survey instrument addressed this 
hypothesis. The correlation between regular education and 
implementing inclusion is presented in table 7. 
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Table 7.—Correlation Between Regular Education and 
Implementing Inclusion (n = 236) 
Correlates df r. Significance 
Regular Education vs. 
Inclusion 234 .510* .000 
♦Significant at p < .05. 
Table 7 shows the results of testing Hypothesis 5. 
The Pearson correlation coefficient between curriculum and 
implementing inclusion is .510 with 234 degrees of freedom. 
There exists a highly significant relationship between these 
two variables. Hypothesis 5 is rejected. 
Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference 
between regular education students and implementing 
inclusion. 
Items 28-31 of the survey instrument addressed this 
hypothesis. The correlation between regular education stu¬ 
dents and implementing inclusion is presented in table 8. 
Table 8.—Correlation Between Regular Education Students 
and Implementing Inclusion (n = 236) 
Correlates df r. Significance 
Regular Education 
Students vs. Inclusion 234 .273* .000 
♦Significant at p < .05. 
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Table 8 shows the results of testing Hypothesis 6. 
The Pearson _r correlation coefficient between regular educa¬ 
tion students and implementing inclusion is .237 with 234 
degrees of freedom. This correlation is highly significant 
beyond the .05 level. Hypothesis 6 is rejected. 
Hypothesis 7: There is no significant difference 
between the type of handicap and implementing inclusion. 
Items 32-45 of the survey instrument addressed this 
hypothesis. The correlation between type of handicap and 
implementing inclusion is presented in table 9. 
Table 9.—Correlation Between the Type of Handicap and 
Implementing Inclusion (n = 236) 
Correlates df r Significance 
Type of Handicap 
vs. Inclusion 234 .423* .000 
♦Significant at p < .05. 
Table 9 shows the results of testing Hypothesis 7. 
The Pearson r. correlation coefficient between type of handi¬ 
cap and implementing inclusion is .423 with 234 degrees of 
freedom, which is highly significant beyond the .05 level. 
Since there is a significant relationship between type of 
handicap and implementing inclusion, Hypothesis 7 is 
rejected. 
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Hypothesis 8: There is no significant difference 
between severity of handicap and implementing inclusion. 
Items 46 and 47 of the survey instrument addressed 
this hypothesis. The correlation between severity of handi 
cap and implementing inclusion is presented in table 10. 
Table 10.—Correlation Between Severity of Handicap and 
Implementing Inclusion (n = 236) 
Correlates df r. Significance 
Severity of Handicap 
vs. Inclusion 234 .192* .000 
♦Significant at p < .05. 
Table 10 shows the results of testing Hypothesis 8. 
The Pearson r. correlation coefficient between severity of 
handicap and implementing inclusion is .192 with 234 degrees 
of freedom, which is highly significant at the .05 level. 
Since this relationship is highly significant, Hypothesis 8 
is rejected. 
Hypothesis 9a; There is no significant difference 
in implementing inclusion as perceived by administrators and 
teachers in terms of their age. 
Descriptive statistics for the responses on inclu¬ 
sion by age are presented in table 11. It is apparent that 
persons in the age group of 26-35 tended to agree more so 
101 
Table 11.—Means and Standard Deviations for Responses on 
Inclusion by Age of Respondents (n = 236) 
Age of 
Respondents n Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
25 or younger 6 2.1087 .4513 
26-35 73 1.9063 .2288 
36-45 112 1.9642 .2609 
46-55 32 2.0141 .3154 
56 and older 13 2.1174 .3058 
Total 236 
with the inclusion responses than the other four age groups. 
However, there was no significant difference in mean scores 
between the treatment groups. 
The analysis of variance for responses on inclusion 
by age of respondents yielded a statistically significant F 
ratio of 2.632. The nature of the interaction is depicted 
in table 12. Since there exists a significant difference at 
the .05 level, Hypothesis 9a is rejected. There exists a 
higher level of agreement for responses on inclusion by 
respondent's age. 
Hypothesis 9b: There is no significant difference 
in implementing inclusion as perceived by administrators and 
teachers in terms of their gender. 
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Table 12.—Analysis of Variance for Responses on Inclusion 






Square F £ 
Between groups .754 4 .18900 2.632 .035* 
Within groups 16.554 231 .07165 
Total 17.306 236 
♦Significant at p < .05. 
Table 13 shows the results of descriptive statistics 
for responses on inclusion by gender of respondent. These 
results indicate that both groups tended to agree on the 
responses on inclusion by gender. There was no significant 
difference shown between these groups in responses on 
inclusion. 
Table 13.—Means and Standard Deviations for Responses on 
Inclusion by Gender of Respondents (n = 236) 
Gender of 
Respondents n Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Male 50 1.9269 .2650 
Female 186 1.9755 .2728 
Total 236 
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Table 14 presents the results of the statistical 
analysis of responses on inclusion by gender. The mean 
score for males was calculated at 1.9269/ while the mean 
score for females was calculated at 1.9755. The difference 
between the mean scores was .0486 with 234 degrees of 
freedom. The t value was computed at 1.124 with a £ value 
of .262/ which is not significant for the responses on 
inclusion by gender. Hypothesis 9b is accepted. 
Table 14.—t Ratio and Significance Level for Responses on 
Inclusion by Gender of Respondents (n = 236) 
Gender n Mean 
Difference 
Between Means df t E 
Male 50 1.9269 
.0486 234 1.124 .262 
Female 186 1.9755 
Hypothesis 9c: There is no significant difference 
in implementing inclusion as perceived by administrators and 
teachers in terms of their highest degree held. 
Table 15 shows the descriptive statistics for the 
responses on inclusion by highest degree held. These data 
revealed that no difference was shown in responses by 
highest degree held by respondents. 
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Table 15.—Means and Standard Deviations for Responses on 
Inclusion by Highest Degree Held by Respondents (n = 236) 
Highest Degree Held n Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Bachelor's degree 40 1.9227 .3033 
Master's degree 143 1.9786 .2722 
Specialist degree 51 1.9458 .2359 
Doctorate degree 2 2.3478 .0680 
Total 236 
Table 16 shows the results of the analysis of vari¬ 
ance for responses on inclusion by highest degree earned by 
respondents. The F ratio of 1.876 is not statistically 
significant at the .05 level. Hypothesis 9c is accepted. 
Table 16.—Analysis of Variance for Responses on Inclusion 






Square F E 
Between groups .410 3 .13700 1.876 .134 
Within groups 16.896 232 .07283 
Total 17.306 236 
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Hypothesis 9d; There is no significant difference 
in implementing inclusion as perceived by administrators and 
teachers in terms of their years of experience. 
Table 17 shows the descriptive statistics for total 
years of experience on inclusion responses. The majority of 
the respondents (219) had between 6 and 20 years of experi¬ 
ence, indicating that the sample was composed of teachers 
and administrators who had ample amounts of experience in 
the field of education to have formed valid opinions on the 
topic of inclusion. However, all of the respondents tended 
to be in agreement with the responses on inclusion. No 
statistical significance was shown. 
Table 17.—Means and Standard Deviations for Responses on 
Inclusion by Total Years of Experience (n = 236) 
Total Years 
of Experience n Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
0-5 years 12 2.0765 .3914 
6-10 years 52 1.8793 .2018 
11-15 years 76 1.9255 .2264 
16-20 years 91 2.0278 .3012 
Over 20 years 5 2.0547 .3499 
Total 236 
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Table 18 shows the analysis of variance for 
responses on inclusion by total years of experience of 
respondents. Between groups the sum of squares was 1.049 
with 4 degrees of freedom and a mean square of .26200. 
Within groups the sum of squares was 16.257 with 232 degrees 
of freeodm and a mean squares of .07038. The F ratio of 
3.725 and the p value of .006 indicates a significant 
difference on the analysis of variance for responses on 
inclusion by total years of experience. Hypothesis 9d was 
rejected. It appears that between the groups there was a 
higher level of agreement in the responses on inclusion by 
experience. 
Table 18.—Analysis of Variance for Responses on Inclusion 






Square F R 
Between groups 1.049 4 .26200 3.725 .006* 
Within groups 16.257 232 .07038 
Total 17.306 236 
♦Significant at p < .05. 
Hypothesis 9e: There is no significant difference 
in implementing inclusion as perceived by administrators and 
teachers in terms of their current position. 
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Table 19 shows the means and standard deviations for 
responses on inclusion by current position of respondents. 
There were 41 administrators with a mean of 1.9349 and a 
standard deviation of .2578. There were 195 teachers with 
a mean of 1.9715 and a standard deviation of .2744. Regard¬ 
less of the position of the respondent, there were no 
significant differences in their responses by position. 
Table 19.—Means and Standard Deviations for Responses on 
Inclusion by Current Position of Respondents (n = 236) 
Current Position 
of Respondents n Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Administrator 41 1.9349 .2578 
Teacher 195 1.9715 .2744 
Total 236 
Table 20 shows the results of testing Hypothesis 9e. 
The mean score for administrators was 1.9349 and the mean 
score for teachers was 1.9715, with a .0366 difference 
between the means. Degrees of freedom was 234, and the 
calculated value of t was .786 with a p value of .433. 
There was no significant difference between the responses on 
inclusion by current position. Hypothesis 9e is accepted. 
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Table 20.—t Ratio and Significance Level for Responses on 
Inclusion by Current Position of Respondents (n = 236) 
Current 
Position n Mean 
Difference 
Between 
Means df t R 
Administrator 41 1.9349 
.0366 234 .786 .433 
Teacher 195 1.9715 
Summary 
This chapter presented the statistical analysis of 
the data with respect to each hypothesis and its findings. 
The statistical applications were utilized to determine if 
the perceptions of administrators and teachers of specified 
variables on the survey instrument affected implementating 
inclusion in their schools. The tests for the hypotheses 
were performed utilizing the procedures in the Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences, Version X. 
CHAPTER VI 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter first discusses the study's purpose and 
then reviews the descriptive statistics and the results of 
testing each hypothesis. Conclusions are then presented 
with the findings. Implications of the findings are dis¬ 
cussed as they relate to eductional professionals. Recom¬ 
mendations are made for future research and practice. The 
chapter concludes with a summary. 
Purpose 
For more than a decade, a debate has simmered within 
the disability community over how best to reform special 
education services. With heated demands from two quarters, 
the controversy is now boiling over. Two groups are demand¬ 
ing major change. 
The full inclusionists include those who argue for a 
complete dismantling of special education—no more special 
education placements, no more special education students, no 
more special education teachers (e.g., Stainback and Stain- 
back 1992). Another subgroup of inclusionists includes 
those who say special educators should provide services to 
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disabled (and nondisabled) students, but only in regular 
education classrooms (e.g., Giangreco et al. 1993). What 
both types of inclusionists have in common is the belief 
that all children with disabilities should be in regular 
classes full time. 
The second group includes those school administra¬ 
tors and fiscal conservatives who seized on full inclusion 
as a way to reduce special education costs (e.g., Leo 1994). 
Although they are sympathetic to the cost problem and recog¬ 
nize that in some districts too many students are placed in 
special education programs, they believe eliminating special 
education placements in the name of full inclusion will 
deprive many students with disabilities of an appropriate 
education. 
A basic principle of the Individuals with Disabil¬ 
ities Education Act (IDEA), our most important federal law 
for educating students with disabilities, is that special- 
needs students should receive education in the least 
restrictive environment (LRE) . The concept has two parts. 
First, it encourages social interaction between disabled 
students and their nondidsabled, age-appropriate peers by 
requiring teachers and others to "assure to the maximum 
extent appropriate, disabled children . . . are educated 
with children who are not disabled." Second, it requires 
that special-needs students receive an appropriate 
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education, which in some cases can override the goal of 
social interaction. 
A majority of the disability community in this 
country supports the two-part definition of least restric¬ 
tive environment and acknowledges that when a student is not 
benefiting from instruction in a regular class, a compromise 
must be struck between the legitimate social needs and the 
equally valid educational needs of the child. However, a 
small but influential group of advocates for children with 
mental retardation, including the Association for Retarded 
Citizens (ARC), rejects the notion of least restrictive 
environment, claiming that schools have but two essential 
and related goals for children with disabilities: to 
improve their social competence and to change the attitudes 
of teachers and students without disabilities who someday 
will become parents, taxpayers, and service providers. 
Gartner and Lipsky (1987) argued that this can only happen 
when special-needs students are placed in mainstreamed or 
integrated settings. 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the 
perceptions of administrators and teachers toward factors 
that may prohibit implementing inclusion of handicapped 
students in regular classrooms for social integration 
and instructional purposes. Other variables that may 
affect administrators' and teachers' perceptions toward 
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implementing inclusion were agef gender, highest degree 
held, years of experience, and current position. 
Findings and Conclusions 
The findings in this study were reported based on 
data collected and statistically analyzed from adminis¬ 
trators' and teachers' responses on a survey designed to 
solicit their perceptions of implementing inclusion. The 
major finding in this study revealed that teachers and 
administrators did not want children who had disabilities 
that had been identified as moderate to severe as they 
relate to behavior, intellectual, or physical handicaps to 
be included in the regular classroom. The nine null 
hypotheses involved in the study are restated below, along 
with their findings. 
Hypothesis 1. There is no significant relationship 
between legislation and implementing inclusion. 
Null Hypothesis 1 was rejected. A significant rela¬ 
tionship was found between legislation and implementing 
inclusion. 
Hypothesis 2. There is no significant relationship 
between funding and implementing inclusion. 
Null Hypothesis 2 was rejected. A significant 
relationship was found between funding and implementing 
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inclusion. This significant finding indicates that if 
students with disabilities are included in regular education 
classrooms, the federal, state, and local funding that sup¬ 
ports students in the segregated classes should follow the 
student to the regular education classes, as well. 
Hypothesis 3. There is no significant relationship 
between facilities and implementing inclusion. 
Null Hypothesis 3 was rejected. There was a statis¬ 
tically significant relationship found between facilities 
and implementing inclusion. This finding indicates that in 
order to implement inclusive education models, students with 
disabilities must be able to physically access the environ¬ 
ment in a manner similar to their nonhandicapped peers. 
This means that the physical barriers must be alleviated. 
Hypothesis 4. There is no significant relationship 
between curriculum and implementing inclusion. 
Null Hypothesis 4 was rejected. A statistically 
significant relationship was found between curriculum and 
implementing inclusion. This indicates that in order for 
regular education to become more inclusive, curriculum 
reform must take place. To accommodate a more diversified 
population, considerations for implementing a multilevel 
curriculum must be undertaken. 
Hypothesis 5. There is no significant relationship 
between regular education and implementing inclusion. 
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Null Hypothesis 5 was rejected. A significant 
relationship was found between regular education and imple¬ 
menting inclusion. This finding indicates that regular 
education teachers and administrators did not want severely 
handicapped children in regular classes. More staff devel¬ 
opment for administrators and teachers is needed before 
inclusion can take place. 
Hypothesis 6. There is no significant relation¬ 
ship between regular education students and implementing 
inclusion. 
Null Hypothesis 6 was rejected. A significant 
relationship was found between implementing inclusion and 
regular education students. This indicates that problems 
exist when handicapped and nonhandicapped students interact 
or are integrated into regular education settings. 
Hypothesis 7. There is no significant relationship 
between the type of handicap and implementing inclusion. 
Null Hypothesis 7 was rejected. A significant rela¬ 
tionship was found between type of handicap and implementing 
inclusion. This indicates that teachers and administrators 
favored inclusion being implemented with students who had 
mild handicaps. They did not want students with severe 
handicaps in regular education classes. 
Hypothesis 8. There is no significant relation¬ 
ship between the severity of the handicap and implementing 
inclusion. 
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Null Hypothesis 8 was rejected. A significant 
relationship was found between implementing inclusion and 
the severity of the handicap. This indicates that students 
who had severe handicapping conditions were excluded from 
most inclusive classrooms. 
Hypothesis 9; There is no significant difference 
in implementing inclusion as perceived by administrators and 
teachers in terms of their (a) age, (b) gender, (c) highest 
degree held, (d) total years of experience, and (e) current 
position. 
A significant difference was found at the .05 level 
for age. Null Hypothesis 9a for age was rejected. This 
indicates that there was a difference in responses based on 
the respondents' age. 
For gender, no significant differences were found. 
. Null Hypothesis 9b for gender was accepted. This indicates 
that regardless of gender, perceptions on implementing 
inclusion were the same. 
In regard to highest degree held, no significant 
differences were found. Null Hypothesis 9c for highest 
degree held was accepted. This indicates that responses on 
inclusion did not differ because of highest degree held by 
respondents. 
For years of experience, a significant difference 
existed. Hypothesis 9d was rejected. This indicated that 
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the responses on inclusion differed in regard to the 
respondent's years of experience. 
For current position, no significant difference was 
found. Hypothesis 9e was accepted. This indicates that 
respondents on inclusion were in agreement regardless of 
their current position. 
The review of the literature revealed strong support 
for full inclusion of students with disabilities. This 
support was inferred in Goal 1 of the Six National Goals for 
Education (Bush 1991): "By the year 2000, all children in 
America will start to school ready to learn." It was echoed 
by advocacy groups such as the Association for Persons with 
Severe Handicaps (TASH 1991) . Education is for all stu¬ 
dents, not "regular" education and "special" education as 
separate entities. The Council for Exceptional Children 
(1993) adopted a position advocating inclusion for children 
with disabilities in neighborhood schools. 
The National Education Association (1994) took a 
more moderate stance, advocating "appropriate inclusion." 
Their policy stipulates that special education students 
should be taught in the regular classroom only if their 
teachers are prepared to assist them. Philosophical support 
can be found in the principle of normalization (Wolfens- 
berger 1972) , the zero-reject policy, and the concept of 
partial participation (Baumgart et al. 1989). Also, legal 
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support for students with disabilities can be found in Brown 
v. Board of Education of Topeka (1954) , Section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Daniel v. Board of Education 
(1989) , and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
of 1990 (IDEA). Yet, with this support public education 
continues to inadequately meet the needs in the least 
restrictive environment for children with disabilities. It 
can be concluded from the findings of this study that inclu¬ 
sion is an acceptable practice for those students who have 
been identified as having mild handicapping conditions. 
Implications 
Prevention is always preferable to treatment. 
Stainback and Stainback (1994) felt that in order to develop 
a positive self-identity, young people need opportunities to 
exercise and express choices about friendships and group 
affiliations. To allow this choice, the mainstream of the 
schools and community must be flexible, adaptive, and sensi¬ 
tive to the unique needs of all members. Purposeful access 
can introduce these qualities into the mainstream by allow¬ 
ing each individual an opportunity to develop a positive 
sense of identity. School can become a place where purpose¬ 
ful access groups are facilitated and where each student is 
given the opportunity to develop positive feelings about 
the unique qualities he or she brings to the educational 
community. After all, the goal of inclusion is not to erase 
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differences but to enable all students to belong within an 
educational community that validates and values their 
individuality. 
Craig and Haggart (1993) stated that educating all 
students in the typical school environment with their age- 
appropriate peers eliminates the problems of students 
getting locked into special programs with no way out. 
Because all students automatically belong in the regular 
school program, students are not expected to demonstrate 
certain skills to prove that they are ready to participate 
in that environment. Passing exit criteria to move from the 
special programs into the regular programs is no longer a 
barrier which permanently restricts certain students. 
Results of this study are indicative of the serious¬ 
ness of the implications that it holds for administrators, 
teachers, and other personnel as it relates to implementing 
inclusive education programs. As concluded in the litera¬ 
ture review, pull-out programs may not be an effective 
delivery approach (Stainback and Stainback 1989, 1990). 
Poor linkage between regular education and pull-out programs 
limits the success of students with disabliities. 
Inclusion for students with mild handicaps tends to 
be a preference for most educators. Inclusion for students 
with moderate to severe handicaps is not a feasible practice 
at this time. 
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Recommendations 
Based upon the results of this study, the following 
recommendations are made: 
1. Additional research should be conducted to 
investigate teacher training programs at the undergraduate 
and graduate levels as they address inclusive education. 
2. In situations where inclusion is required, a 
curriculum component that addresses sensitivity, diversity, 
and group dynamics should be designed and required of all 
students at all grade levels. 
3. Curriculum that is multilevel and diverse should 
be developed and implemented in cases where inclusion 
occurs. 
4. Before implementing inclusion in the schools, 
staff development on inclusion for the entire staff should 
be undertaken. 
5. Implementation of inclusion should be accom¬ 
panied by ongoing staff development. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the 
perceptions of administrators and teachers of specified 
variables as they relate to implementing inclusion in 
selected public schools. This study was reported in the 
following manner. 
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Chapter I, Introduction, provided an overview of 
the study and the significance of the topic investigated. 
Chapter II, Review of the Literature, was centered around 
various topics that relate to inclusion practices and how 
they related to the current research topic. Chapter III, 
Theoretical Framework, provided operational definitions of 
terms as they were used in the study, as well as listed the 
null hypotheses and the expected relationships among the 
independent, dependent, and moderator variables. Chapter 
IV, Research Design and Methodology, presented the research 
methodology used to guide this research study. Chapter V, 
Data Analysis, presented the analysis of the data and the 
results of the null hypotheses. Chapter IV, Findings, 
Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations, summarized 
and discussed the findings of this study. 
APPENDIX A 
COVER LETTER 
7753 Bar Harbor Drive 
Riverdale, GA 30296 
(770) 991-1583 
January 5, 1997 
Dear Madam/Sir: 
RE: Inclusion Survey 
I am a doctoral student in the Educational Leadership 
Department at Clark Atlanta University. For my disserta¬ 
tion, I am researching the perceptions of administrators and 
teachers of factors that prohibit implementation of inclu¬ 
sion in selected public schools. Research substantiates the 
improvement in academic and social success for students with 
disabilities who have been integrated into inclusive class¬ 
rooms. However, there has been very little support from 
educators for moving toward inclusive education for all 
students. 
In order for this information to be meaningful, it is 
necessary for me to survey a representative sample of admin¬ 
istrators and teachers. I am soliciting your participation 
in responding to the attached survey. This information will 
be strictly confidential and will be used only for research 
purposes, with individuals remaining anonymous and group 
information being reported. 
Thank you for your cooperation. A stamped, self- 
addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. Please 
feel free to mail your survey back by January 20, 1997. If 
you have any questions, please contact me at 404-792-5931 
(work) or 770-991-1583 (home). 
Sincerely, 
Lena C. Harris 
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APPENDIX B 
A SURVEY OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF FACTORS THAT 
AFFECT IMPLEMENTATION OF FULL INCLUSION 
This survey is divided into two sections. Section I addresses demo¬ 
graphic data, while Section II addresses inclusion in your school. 
Please answer ALL items in each section using the response mode given. 
Note that all responses will be reported as group data and, therefore, 
respondent anonymity will be ensured. Thank you for your participation. 
Section I. Demographic Data 
1. What is your age: 




 above 55 
2. Gender:  Male  Female 





4. What is your current position? 
Administrator 
Teacher 
Other (specify) :  
5. What are your certifications? (Check all that apply.) 
Administration 
Special Education Administration 
 Elementary Education 
 Middle Grades Education 
Secondary Education 
Other (specify):  
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6. How many years of experience do you have in these positions: 
  Elementary Principal 
  Middle School Principal 
Secondary Principal 
 Special Education Administration 
Regular Education Teacher 
  Special Education Teacher 
Other (specify):   
7. Have you had training teaching special education students? 
Yes  No 
8. Have you had special training in working with the inclusion of 
students with disabilities in the regular class? 
Yes  No 
Section II. Inclusion 
Inclusion is defined as teaching students who have identified intellec¬ 
tual, emotional, physical, or learning disabilities in the regular class 
along with their nondisabled peers by bringing the necessary supports to 
them rather than pulling them out of the regular class for instruction. 
Directions: Please respond to ALL items that best describe your school. 
9. Special Education classes in my school are: (Check all that apply) 
 Strategically located throughout the building. 
Located together in close proximity to the regular education 
classes. 
Located in a separate wing of the building. 
Do not exist; all students with disabilities are fully 
integrated into regular education classes. 
10. Check all related service programs provided at your school: 
 Adapted Physical Education 
Mobility Training 
Speech and Language Therapy 
 Occupational Therapy 
Counseling 
Other (specify) :  
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11. Check all special education programs housed at your school: 
 Mild Intellectual Disabled 
Moderate Intellectual Disabled 
 Severe Intellectual Disabled 
 Mild Learning Disabled 
Moderate Learning Disabled 
 Mild Emotional Behavior 
 Visual Inpaired 
 Hearing Inpaired 
Orthopedically Inpaired 
 Other Health Inpaired 
For Questions 12-47, use the following response choices: 
1 = Strongly Agree 3 = Disagree 
2 = Agree 4 = Strongly Disagree 
12. Children with disabilities should have the 
right of access to public education programs. 1234 
13. Children with disabilities should be provided 
with individual services. 12 3 4 
14. Children with disabilities should be educated 
in the least restrictive environment. 1234 
15. Categorical funding should be utilized to 
provide services to students with disabilities 
in the regular education classroom. 1234 
16. In inclusive classrooms, per-pupil expenditure 
should be increased. 1234 
17. The state funding system should tie state 
special education allocations to the locations 
where services are provided. 1234 
18. Students with disabilities should be accommo¬ 
dated in a barrier-free environment. 1234 
19. Students with disabilities are able to 
physically access this environment. 12 3 4 
20. A variety of instructional materials that 
accommodate varied interest and ability levels 
are present in this school. 12 3 4 
1 = Strongly Agree 
2 = Agree 
3 = Disagree 
4 = Strongly Disagree 
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21. Students with disabilities in the inclusive 
classroom should progress systematically 
through a clearly identified course of study. 
22. A regular curriculum at regular complexity 
should be an option for students with 
disabilities in inclusive classrooms. 
23. A regular curriculum at reduced levels of 
complexity should be an option for students 
with disabilities in inclusive classrooms. 
24. Students with disabilities will be disruptive 
in regular classes. 
25. Students with disabilities who are placed 
in regular education will experience 
difficulties in academic achievement. 
26. Students with disabilities who are placed in 
the regular classroom will require most of 
the teacher's attention. 
27. Significant changes in regular classroom 
procedures will be needed to accommodate 
students with disabilities. 
28. Regular education students will become dis¬ 
ruptive if taught in the classroom with 
students with disabilities. 
29. Regular education students will lag behind 
academically if taught in classes with 
students with disabilities. 
30. Regular education students who have students 
with disabilities in their classroom will 
be motivated to achieve academically. 
31. Regular education students will develop 
friendships with students with disabilities 
if they are taught in the regular class. 
32. Students with mild learning disabilities 
should not be placed in full-time regular 
education. 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
1 = Strongly Agree 
2 = Agree 
3 = Disagree 
4 = Strongly Disagree 
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33. Students with noderate learning disabilities 
should not be placed in full-time regular 
education. 
34. Students with mild mental retardation 
should not be placed in full-time regular 
education. 
35. Students with moderate mental retardation 
should not be placed in full-time regular 
education. 
36. Students with severe mental retardation 
should not be placed in full-time regular 
education. 
37. Students with mild emotional behavior 
should not be placed in full-time regular 
education. 
38. Students with moderate emotional behavior 
should not be placed in full-time regular 
education. 
39. Students who are visual inpaired should not 
be placed in full-time regular education. 
40. Students who are blind should not be placed 
in full-time regular education. 
41. Students with mild hearing inpairments should 
not be placed in full-time regular education. 
42. Students who are deaf should not be placed 
in full-time regular education. 
43. Students who are orthopedically inpaired 
should not be placed in full-time regular 
education. 
44. Students who have other health inpairments 
should not be placed in full-time regular 
education. 
45. Students who have mild speech inpairments 
should not be placed in full-time regular 
education. 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
1 = Strongly Agree 
2 = Agree 
3 = Disagree 
4 = Strongly Disagree 
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46. All students regardless of the handicapping 
conditions should be educated in the 
regular classroom. 12 3 4 
47. Oily students who have mild handicapping 
conditions should be educated in the 
regular classroom. 12 3 4 
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